
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 107th CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

.

H1123

Vol. 147 WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, MARCH 27, 2001 No. 42

House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
bills of the following titles in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S. 295. An act to provide emergency relief
to small businesses affected by significant
increases in the prices of heating oil, natural
gas, propane, and kerosene, and for other
purposes.

S. 395. An act to ensure the independence
and nonpartisan operation of the Office of
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra-
tion.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 106–554, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, appoints the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) to the Board of
Trustees for the Center for Russian
Leadership Development.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of January 3, 2001,
the Chair will now recognize Members
from lists submitted by the majority
and minority leaders for morning hour
debates. The Chair will alternate rec-
ognition between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader or
the minority whip limited to not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.

f

LEAGUE OF AMERICAN
BICYCLISTS CONVENES FIRST
BIKE SUMMIT IN WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
came to Congress to make the Federal

Government a better partner in the
creating of more livable communities,
communities that are safe, healthy,
and economically secure. Today, trans-
portation and energy are issues in
every community across America.
These problems are the results of
countless individual decisions.

Mr. Speaker, this week a group of ac-
tivists dedicated to making America a
better place are gathering here in
Washington, D.C. The League of Amer-
ican Bicyclists is convening the first
annual Bike Summit. I would like to
congratulate them on their efforts. As
the spokesman for the Bipartisan Con-
gressional Bicycle Caucus, I am excited
that this bicycle community is coming
to Washington, D.C. to make their
voice heard.

Cyclists have a long and effective
history of advocacy in this country. At
the turn of the century, bicycling was
fun, fast, convenient; and it was mod-
ern. The problem was there was no
good place to ride these new-fangled
contraptions. As a result, there was in-
creasing demand for new, safe bike
routes. In response, the Good Roads
Movement was launched here in Wash-
ington, D.C. after a successful effort to
lobby Congress for a $10,000 grant to
study the possibility of a paved-road
system. Well, the rest is history.

Bicycling remains a favorite alter-
native mode of transportation. While
only 1 percent of Americans use bicy-
cles as their primary mode of transpor-
tation, studies show that in commu-
nities that have good bike facilities,
bike lanes and parking, that up to 50
percent of the public living within the
5- to 10-mile range will use it for com-
muting.

Good bicycling communities rival
European communities in terms of cy-
cling participation. Even in my home-
town, rainy Portland, Oregon, we are
more than double the national average.
The league conference is an oppor-
tunity for us who hear once again from

the bike advocates from around the
country on the importance of using cy-
cling as a means of transportation. It
does not contribute to pollution or cre-
ate traffic congestion. A 4-mile bicycle
round trip prevents 15 pounds of air
pollution, and we have in fact made
huge strides with bicycle facilities. We
have committed in the last 10 years al-
most $2 billion for bike and pedestrian
projects, far more than the $41 million
that had been done the 17 previous
years.

Mr. Speaker, we need to encourage
people to expand these small, meaning-
ful choices in transportation. Worried
about OPEC, parking problems, a lack
of exercise, simply level the playing
field, give the cyclists today an oppor-
tunity. There are millions of them
around the country who are waiting
not only to be heard but to be given a
chance to cycle safely in their commu-
nities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members of this
Congress to take advantage of this op-
portunity to meet with advocates and
industry representatives from their
districts this week, not just in your of-
fice. Thursday night the Bike League is
hosting a reception from 5 to 7 in Room
268 of the Rayburn; and on Friday the
Bicycle Caucus, the Washington Area
Bicycle Association, and the League of
American Bicyclists will be hosting the
first Bike Caucus Ride of the 107th
Congress for Members and their staff.
It is a fun 7-mile ride. It is a perfect
way to get to know your constituents
and have a better feel for the commu-
nity in which we work here in Wash-
ington, D.C.

Mr. Speaker, what about Members
who do not have their bicycle here yet?
No excuse. Contact us and we will
make sure that that there is a bicycle
available for Members and their staff.
It would be a great idea also for Mem-
bers of Congress to make sure that
they have renewed their membership in
the bicycle caucus before somebody
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asks them to do so. Last year we had
almost 80 Members.

Get ready to ride and have fun, but
also help your own community with
the serious side because cycling is im-
portant for recreation and exercising.
It is a way for more children to be able
to get to school on their own. It is an
excellent transportation choice for
communities for adults; and it is an ex-
cellent way, if we do our part, to make
our communities more livable, more
safe and economically secure.

f

TAX RELIEF THIS YEAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WELDON of Florida). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 3,
2001, the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE) is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call the House’s attention to the
current debate about retroactive tax
cuts for all American families. Some of
my colleagues may have missed some
important developments over the past
few days that reflect what I believe,
Mr. Speaker, is a major shift in the
conventional wisdom about President
Bush’s tax cut proposal. Forgive me for
being indelicate, Mr. Speaker, but ev-
eryone today seems to be singing the
President’s tune.

Mr. Speaker, first our Democratic
colleagues said that the President’s tax
cut proposal was a risky scheme. My
colleagues may remember last year
that most of them voted against a tax
cut that was just 70 percent of the total
that they are now supporting as an al-
ternative to the President’s plan. They
may not want us to remember their old
position, Mr. Speaker, but the facts are
plain. Their message on tax relief has
definitely changed.

This weekend the President of the
United States and even Senator KENT
CONRAD both said, ‘‘We ought to act
now on tax relief.’’ The momentum in
the political debate continues to move
in the right direction, Mr. Speaker,
namely toward larger, retroactive tax
cuts this year. Even the toughest crit-
ics of tax relief said if you are going to
use tax reductions as a method for eco-
nomic stimulus, you must ask quickly
to have any effect whatsoever. Tax
cuts will be meaningless to this year’s
economy, Mr. Speaker, unless they
take effect this year. Our faltering
economy is not just about a jittery
stock market. There is no need to
beam up any one around here today.
Everyone seems to agree with the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and
I, tax relief is the new religion, Mr.
Speaker; and everyone has caught it in
Washington, D.C.

Finally, Treasury Secretary Paul
O’Neill and Alan Greenspan of the Fed-
eral Reserve have both said that Amer-
ica’s economy is experiencing a crisis
in consumer confidence. No other sin-
gle thing that Congress could do this
year will do more to improve consumer
confidence than by providing tax relief

for every taxpayer that begins January
1 of this year.

Mr. Speaker, the idea of retroactive
tax relief is an idea whose time has
come. This Congress should act and act
now.

f

MARCH 25 MARKS 90TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF TRAGIC TRIANGLE
FIRE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, this
past Sunday, March 25, came and went.
March 25 is the 90th anniversary of the
tragic Triangle fire, an event that
changed the course of American his-
tory. On that day in 1911, a fire broke
out at the Triangle Shirtwaist Com-
pany factory located on the top floors
of the Asch Building on the corner of
Greene Street and Washington Place in
New York City.

The 575 workers who worked at the
sewing machines had cans which col-
lected the excess oil from the sewing
machines. These cans were placed on
top of boxes of lint. You can just imag-
ine the picture now. A spark, an igni-
tion, and the whole place went up, and
146 people out of the 475 that were
working that day died. These people
could not get out of the factory be-
cause the doors had been bolted. The
doors had been locked by those who put
profit ahead of worker safety. Times
have changed, have they not?

Mr. Speaker, we argued on this floor
in the last 2 years and 3 years about
trade relations with other countries. I
opposed those trade agreements that
were not reciprocal but were one way,
and we talked about the working con-
ditions in other countries as not being
up to what they should be; and yet here
on our own mean streets of the United
States of America, the greatest repub-
lic in the world, these factories still
exist. Sweat labor still exists, and who
speaks for those people, locked away
for 12 and 16 hours? Who is here to talk
about working conditions and what sit-
uations people have to go through to
bring bread home to their families?
Many times they are the new waves of
immigrants, nowhere else to work, but
in conditions that you and I would
never accept.

Mr. Speaker, this fire is cited in the
United States Almanac because it is
the worst industrial fire in the history
of the Nation. Business at the time was
only concerned with the bottom line.
Fire inspections and precautions were
woefully inadequate. The Triangle fac-
tory had never conducted a fire drill.
That building was supposed to be fire-
proof. There was no oversight and
there certainly was no OSHA.

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the
debates of the past few weeks about
protecting the workers. The employees
were not in labor unions either, or just

a few of them. There was no one there
to protect them or speak for them.
They were exploited and abused; and
while we talk about working condi-
tions in Honduras, in China, and well
we should, right here in major suburbs
and cities of this country, we know
that the Department of Labor knows
best about what goes on behind those
locked doors right in the heart of New
York City.

Mr. Speaker, in the wake of this
tragedy people throughout the Nation
demanded restitution, justice, and ac-
tion that would safeguard the vulner-
able and the oppressed. There were
massive protests by people angry at
the lack of concern and the greed that
made the Triangle fire possible. As a
direct result of that horrible tragedy,
there was a substantial effort to allevi-
ate the most dangerous aspects of
sweatshop manufacturing in New York
and throughout the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, on February 17, 2001,
not too long ago, the last survivor of
that factory blaze, Rose Freedman,
passed away at 107 years of age. It is
important that we not let the memory
of the Triangle fire be extinguished
from our memories. It is important
that the workers of America, be they
on farms, be they in factories, or be
they in electronic cubicles, stand up
and speak out when they see things
that are unsafe. The courts will protect
them; and if the courts do not, we will.

Mr. Speaker, this past Sunday, March 25th,
came and went. March 25 was the 90th anni-
versary of the tragic Triangle Fire, an event
that changed the course of American history.
On that day in 1911, a fire broke out at the
Triangle Shirtwaist Company factory, located
on the top floors of the Asch Building on the
corner of Greene Street and Washington
Place in New York City.

The fire swept through the top 3 stories of
the building in only 1⁄2 hour. When the fire
ended, 146 of the 575 Triangle factory em-
ployees had died. Not all died in the fire. Many
jumped to their deaths from the 8th, 9th, and
10th floors rather than face the flames.

It is cited in the U.S. Almanac because it is
the worst industrial fire in the history of Amer-
ican industry.

Most of the Triangle factory workers were
women. Most of the workers were recent Eu-
ropean, Jewish or Italian immigrants, some as
young as 11 years old. These women had
come to the United States with their families to
seek a better life.

But the harsh realities of working in a
sweatshop was their reality.

Business at the time was only concerned
with the bottom line. Fire inspections and pre-
cautions were woefully inadequate.

The Triangle factory had never conducted a
fire drill and had locked doors, poor sanitation,
and crowding. There was no oversight. There
certainly was no OSHA. Most of the employ-
ees were not in labor unions. There was no
one there to protect them from being exploited
and abused.

However, in the wake of this tragedy, peo-
ple throughout the nation demanded restitu-
tion, justice, and action that would safeguard
the vulnerable and oppressed. It is unfortunate
that it took events such as the Triangle Fire to
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demand change. There were massive protests
by people angry at the lack of concern and the
greed that had made the Triangle fire pos-
sible.

As a direct result of this horrible fire, there
was a substantial effort to alleviate the most
dangerous aspects of sweatshop manufac-
turing in New York and throughout the nation.

On February 17, 2001, the last survivor of
the factory blaze, Rose Freedman, passed
away at the age of 107.

It is important that we not let the memory of
the Triangle Fire be extinguished from our
memories.

It is for this reason that I have introduced
House Concurrent Resolution 81 with my
friend from New York, Mr. KING. This resolu-
tion recognizes the occasion of the 90th anni-
versary of the Triangle Fire.

In my mind, this resolution is very simple
and very straightforward. I taught my students
about the fire in just this manner when I taught
history class. But apparently, for reasons that
escape me, it is just too controversial for
today. And that is a shame.

In 1911, the Triangle Fire brought attention
to the many serious problems facing factory
employees and paved the way for worker pro-
tection laws.

In the year 2001, we cannot even recognize
the memory of the fire and its victims on the
House floor. But even worse than not consid-
ering a simple, non-binding resolution, is that
we are letting history repeat itself.

The truth is that young workers around the
world are dying needlessly in burning factories
for the same reasons that the women died in
the Triangle Fire.

Meeting the bottom line is apparently worth
the cost of inhuman conditions. We are re-
peating the same mistakes that the U.S. rem-
edied decades ago. And although we have
standards to protect American workers, our
trade agreements lack teeth and do not even
mention labor rights. By ignoring international
workers rights abuses, we are not only allow-
ing, but assisting in the mistreatment of mil-
lions of workers in sweatshops around the
globe.

It is our own fault that nothing has changed.
This global economy that we support, ap-

parently without question or reservation, is al-
lowing countries to fight for commerce by al-
lowing the lowest standards. And if this stand-
ard allows for a factory to lock its doors, while
children work for twelve-hour days to make
children’s toys at the lowest cost possible, so
be it.

And if there is a 1993 fire at a factory in
Bangkok which kills 188 workers, eerily similar
to the Triangle Fire, then the company can
just move its business to another location and
re-set up shop—no questions asked. No sanc-
tions imposed.

As William Greider points out in his intro-
duction to the book, The Triangle Fire, ‘‘the
passivity of government and the public simply
leads further down a low road. More injustices
appear, and they, too, must be tolerated in the
name of commerce.’’

‘‘In the name of commerce.’’
It is ‘‘in the name of commerce’’ that inter-

national laws will not produce reasonable
standards for business performance.

It is in the name of competitive advantage,
that instead of improving working conditions,
countries are trying to out do each other with
the lowest standards to attract our commerce.

Changing the attitude of all Americans is not
easy, but it is the right thing to do. Everyone
should be outraged by sweatshops. But they
should be just as outraged that we in the
United States are enabling the sweatshops to
continue.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor House
Concurrent Resolution 81, and remember the
Triangle Fire. Remember what it did for our
country. Honor the victims of the fire.

And recognize the ability of progressive
thinking organizations, with the help of busi-
nesses groups and government support, to
change the lives of people for the better.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 46
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

f

b 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BASS) at 2 p.m.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord God, how different history
would be if long ago people had taken
Your holy word seriously: ‘‘Make jus-
tice your aim.’’ Each day would be
filled with promise and hope if all of us
upon rising would make justice our
aim. Without blaming anyone or with-
out seeking applause, each day would
lead to changing the world, if justice
alone were our aim.

Justice itself would give balance to
our daily routine, breathe contentment
into our souls and set us free. Justice
toward others would create a mutu-
ality with every other person that
would be fair, take us beyond expecta-
tion and codependency until we found
trust and security.

Lord, if we as a people and as a Na-
tion were to make justice our aim, how
would this change our priorities? Could
we change that much? In every age
You alone, Lord God, take people be-
yond their wishful thinking and beyond
themselves. You alone bring about
lasting and true justice.

So, Lord God, in us and through us
make justice Your aim now and for-
ever. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker pro tempore’s
approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Ms.
Wanda Evans, one of his secretaries.

f

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY REPEAL

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, later this
week, we will again vote to remove the
marriage penalty from our Tax Code,
and this time we have a President who
will sign the bill.

Eighty-five percent of the American
people want us to do this, and with
good reason. Forty percent of all first
marriages end in divorce, single-parent
families have increased 248 percent
since 1960, and the percentage of chil-
dren born out of wedlock has gone from
10 to 33 percent during the same period.
Mr. Speaker, we need to strengthen
families in this country.

The Tax Code is not the only reason
this has happened. For 30 years we had
a welfare system that tore families
apart. Fortunately, a Republican Con-
gress reformed that system. We still
spend $1,000 supporting single-parent
families for every $1 we spend encour-
aging couples to marry and stay to-
gether.

Clearly, we have a lot of work to do
to strengthen marriages in America.
This week we will have a chance to
change the Tax Code that penalizes
couples for getting married in the first
place. I urge all my colleagues to sup-
port this very important bill.

f

PASS FLAT SALES TAX AND
ABOLISH IRS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in
1998, Congress reformed the IRS and in-
cluded two of my provisions. The first
transferred the burden of proof from
the taxpayer to the IRS; the second re-
quired judicial consent before the IRS
could seize our property, and the re-
sults are now staggering. Property sei-
zures dropped from 10,037 to 161 in the
entire country.

The IRS had a license to steal, and
they were stealing 10,000 properties a
year. And if that is not enough to tax
our gallbladders, the IRS is now com-
plaining the new law is too tough.
Beam me up here. It is time to tell
these crybaby IRS thieves that we are
going to pass a 15 percent flat sales tax
and abolish them altogether.

I yield back what should be the next
endangered species in the United
States of America: The Internal Rectal
Service.

f

THE NEW ADMINISTRATION IS
GOOD FOR EVERYONE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to thank the current administra-
tion for its willingness, its simple will-
ingness, to consider the economic con-
sequences of previous executive regula-
tions.

The Clinton administration promul-
gated new and somewhat draconian
mining regulations in spite of the un-
foreseen economic hardships, espe-
cially in Nevada, that they would cre-
ate, and in spite of the recommenda-
tions of the National Academy of
Sciences study which stated that new
Federal mining regulations were not
necessary. Yet the previous adminis-
tration went ahead, thinking it knew
better than anyone else.

Well, finally, Nevadans and, may I
say, all Americans can have faith that
their Federal Government will not rush
headlong into issuing new rules with-
out listening to the public and to the
experts.

It is nice to see the American people
will once again have a say in their de-
mocracy, the way our Founding Fa-
thers had envisioned it; the proper
function of our Federal Government.

f

APPOINT U.S. ATTORNEY WITH
D.C. ROOTS

(Ms. NORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, Wilma
Lewis, the first woman in the history
of the Nation’s capital to be U.S. attor-
ney, is leaving the office she has served
with great distinction. From prosecu-
tion of hard-core street crime to com-
plex white-collar violations, U.S. At-
torney Lewis has left an extraordinary
record.

She and her predecessor, Eric Holder,
who went on to become Deputy Attor-
ney General, had more in common than
their background as the first African
Americans to be appointed. They were
both longtime Washingtonians who
were also very able lawyers.

Most of the jurisdiction of the U.S.
attorney here is D.C. criminal and civil
law that elsewhere lies with a local
prosecutor. Mayor Williams, Council
Chair Cropp, and I have written Presi-
dent Bush to ask that he appoint as
U.S. attorney a distinguished lawyer
with deep roots in the D.C. community,
as Ms. Lewis and Mr. Holder had. That
is the way to be sure that not only Fed-
eral law is carried out, but that crime
keeps coming down, as U.S. Attorneys
Lewis and Holder assured.

f

FAMILY CARE TAX CREDIT ACT
WILL LESSEN TAX BURDEN

(Mr. RYUN of Kansas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
providing help to families is one of the
biggest reasons that I ran for Congress.
I look forward to voting this week and
eliminating the unfair marriage tax
penalty and doubling the per-child de-
duction, but I believe we should do
more to help families with tax relief,
and I go one step further.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I have in-
troduced the Family Care Tax Credit
Act, which would lessen the tax burden
on families who care for children or
loved ones. Currently we give tax cred-
it to families who pay for day care and
other services, but families who have a
parent taking care of their children are
left on their own. My plan gives a fair
and balanced approach to child care
tax credits by giving help to all mid-
dle-income families with children.

Mr. Speaker, I have spoken with par-
ents in Kansas who tell me that they
would like to stay home with their
children, but they simply cannot over-
come the economic barriers caused by
the current Tax Code. My plan would
simply remove one of those barriers. I
am thankful that this week we will
have the marriage penalty as a past
memory, but believe that we can and
should do more to help families.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today.

VETERANS OPPORTUNITIES ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 801) to amend
title 38, United States Code, to improve
programs of educational assistance, to
expand programs of transition assist-
ance and outreach to departing
servicemembers, veterans, and depend-
ents, to increase burial benefits, to pro-
vide for family coverage under
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 801

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Veterans Opportunities Act of 2001’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States

Code.

TITLE I—EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
PROVISIONS

Sec. 101. Increase in maximum allowable an-
nual Senior ROTC educational
assistance for eligibility for bene-
fits under the Montgomery GI
Bill.

Sec. 102. Expansion of work-study opportuni-
ties.

Sec. 103. Inclusion of certain private technology
entities in the definition of edu-
cational institution.

Sec. 104. Expansion of special restorative train-
ing benefit to certain disabled
spouses or surviving spouses.

Sec. 105. Distance education.
Sec. 106. Technical amendments to the Mont-

gomery GI Bill.

TITLE II—TRANSITION AND OUTREACH
PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Authority to establish overseas vet-
erans assistance offices to expand
transition assistance.

Sec. 202. Timing of preseparation counseling.
Sec. 203. Improvement in education and train-

ing outreach services for sepa-
rating servicemembers and vet-
erans.

Sec. 204. Expansion of outreach efforts to eligi-
ble dependents.

Sec. 205. Improvement of veterans outreach pro-
grams.

TITLE III—MEMORIAL AFFAIRS,
INSURANCE, AND OTHER PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Increase in burial benefits.
Sec. 302. Family coverage under

Servicemembers’ Group Life In-
surance.

Sec. 303. Retroactive applicability of increase in
maximum SGLI benefit for mem-
bers dying in performance of duty
on or after October 1, 2000.

Sec. 304. Increase in amount of assistance for
automobile and adaptive equip-
ment for certain disabled vet-
erans.

Sec. 305. Increase in assistance amount for spe-
cially adapted housing.

Sec. 306. Revision of rules with respect to net
worth limitation for eligibility for
pensions for veterans who are
permanently and totally disabled
from a non-service-connected dis-
ability.

Sec. 307. Technical amendments.
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SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED

STATES CODE.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of title 38, United States Code.

TITLE I—EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. INCREASE IN MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE AN-
NUAL SENIOR ROTC EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE FOR ELIGIBILITY FOR
BENEFITS UNDER THE MONT-
GOMERY GI BILL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 3011(c)(3)(B) and
3012(d)(3)(B) are each amended by striking
‘‘$2,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,400’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act and shall apply with
respect to educational assistance allowances
paid under chapter 30 of title 38, United States
Code, for months beginning after such date.
SEC. 102. EXPANSION OF WORK-STUDY OPPORTU-

NITIES.
(a) ASSISTING IN OUTREACH SERVICES.—The

second sentence of section 3485(a)(1) is amended
in clause (A) by inserting before the comma the
following: ‘‘or outreach services to
servicemembers and veterans furnished by em-
ployees of State approving agencies’’.

(b) WORKING IN MAJOR ACADEMIC DIS-
CIPLINE.—Such sentence is further amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or (E)’’ and inserting ‘‘(E)’’;
and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, or (F) in the case of an individual
who has declared a major academic discipline,
activities within the department of that aca-
demic discipline approved by the Secretary that
complement and reinforce the program of edu-
cation pursued by that individual’’.

(c) WORKING IN STATE VETERANS HOME.—
Such sentence is amended in clause (C) by in-
serting after the comma ‘‘including the provi-
sion of such care to veterans in a State home for
which payment is made under section 1741 of
this title,’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to agree-
ments entered into under section 3485 of title 38,
United States Code, on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 103. INCLUSION OF CERTAIN PRIVATE TECH-

NOLOGY ENTITIES IN THE DEFINI-
TION OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITU-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 3452(c) and
3501(a)(6) are each amended by adding at the
end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such term also
includes any private entity (that meets such re-
quirements as the Secretary may establish) that
offers, either directly or under an agreement
with another entity (that meets such require-
ments), a course or courses to fulfill require-
ments for the attainment of a license or certifi-
cate generally recognized as necessary to obtain,
maintain, or advance in employment in a pro-
fession or vocation in a technological occupa-
tion (as determined by the Secretary).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to enrollments in
courses occurring on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
SEC. 104. EXPANSION OF SPECIAL RESTORATIVE

TRAINING BENEFIT TO CERTAIN DIS-
ABLED SPOUSES OR SURVIVING
SPOUSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3540 is amended by
striking ‘‘section 3501(a)(1)(A) of this title’’ and
inserting ‘‘subparagraphs (A), (B), and (D) of
section 3501(a)(1) of this title’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
3541(a) is amended in the matter preceding
paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘of the parent or
guardian’’.

(2) Section 3542(a) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘the parent or guardian shall
be entitled to receive on behalf of such person’’
and inserting ‘‘the eligible person shall be enti-
tled to receive’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘upon election by the parent
or guardian of the eligible person’’ and inserting
‘‘upon election by the eligible person’’.

(3) Section 3543(a) is amended by striking ‘‘the
parent or guardian for the training provided to
an eligible person’’ and inserting ‘‘for the train-
ing provided to the eligible person’’.

(4) Section 3543 is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) In a case in which the Secretary deter-
mines requires a parent or guardian to make a
request under section 3541(a) of this title on be-
half of an eligible person, the parent or guard-
ian shall be entitled—

‘‘(1) to receive on behalf of the eligible person
the special training allowance provided for
under section 3542(a) of this title;

‘‘(2) to elect an increase in the basic monthly
allowance provided for under such section; and

‘‘(3) to agree with the Secretary on the fair
and reasonable amounts which may be charged
under subsection (a).’’.
SEC. 105. DISTANCE EDUCATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(4) of section
3680A is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘leading’’; and
(2) by inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, or (B) to a certificate that reflects
educational attainment offered by an institution
of higher learning’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to enrollments in
independent study courses beginning on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 106. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE

MONTGOMERY GI BILL.
(a) CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-

MENT FOR MGIB BENEFITS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section

3011(a)(1)(A) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(i) who (I) in the case of an individual whose

obligated period of active duty is three years or
more, serves at least three years of continuous
active duty in the Armed Forces, or (II) in the
case of an individual whose obligated period of
active duty is less than three years, serves at
least two years of continuous active duty in the
Armed Forces; or’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in the enactment of the Veterans Benefits and
Health Care Improvement Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106–419).

(b) ENTITLEMENT CHARGE FOR OFF-DUTY
TRAINING AND EDUCATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3014(b)(2) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘(with-
out regard to’’ and all that follows through
‘‘subsection’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) The number of months of entitlement
charged under this chapter in the case of an in-
dividual who has been paid a basic educational
assistance allowance under this subsection shall
be equal to the number (including any fraction)
determined by dividing the total amount of such
educational assistance allowance paid the indi-
vidual by the full-time monthly institutional
rate of educational assistance which such indi-
vidual would otherwise be paid under sub-
section (a)(1), (b)(1), (c)(1), or (e)(1) of section
3015 of this title, as the case may be.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(A) Section
3015 is amended—

(i) in subsections (a)(1) and (b)(1), by insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (g)’’ after ‘‘from time to time
under’’;

(ii) by striking the first subsection (g), as in-
serted by section 1602(b)(3)(C) of the Floyd D.
Spence National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2001 (enacted by Public Law 106–
398; 114 Stat. 1654A–359); and

(iii) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (g).

(B) Section 3032(b) is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end the following: ‘‘, or (3)
the amount of the charges of the educational in-
stitution elected by the individual under section
3014(b)(1) of this title’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this subsection shall take effect as if enacted
on November 1, 2000.

(c) INCREMENTAL MGIB INCREASES FOR CON-
TRIBUTING ACTIVE DUTY MEMBERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3011(e), as added by
section 105(a)(1) of the Veterans Benefits and
Health Care Improvement Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106–419; 114 Stat. 1828), is amended—

(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, but not
more frequently than monthly’’ before the pe-
riod;

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$4’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$20’’; and

(C) in paragraph (4)—
(i) by striking ‘‘Secretary. The’’ and inserting

‘‘Secretary of the military department con-
cerned. That’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘by the Secretary’’.
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(A) Section

3012(f), as added by section 105(a)(2) of such
Act, is amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, but not
more frequently than monthly’’ before the pe-
riod;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$4’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$20’’; and

(iii) in paragraph (4)—
(I) by striking ‘‘Secretary. The’’ and inserting

‘‘Secretary of the military department con-
cerned. That’’; and

(II) by striking ‘‘by the Secretary’’.
(B) Section 3015(g), as added by section

105(b)(3) of such Act, is amended—
(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by

inserting ‘‘effective as of the first day of the en-
rollment period following receipt of such con-
tribution by the Secretary concerned,’’ after ‘‘by
section 3011(e) or 3012(f) of this title,’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (1)—
(I) by striking ‘‘$1’’ and inserting ‘‘$5’’;
(II) by striking ‘‘$4’’ and inserting ‘‘$20’’; and
(III) by inserting ‘‘of this title’’ after ‘‘section

3011(e) or 3012(f)’’.
(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made

by this subsection shall take effect as if included
in the enactment of section 105 of the Veterans
Benefits and Health Care Improvement Act of
2000 (Public Law 106–419; 114 Stat. 1828).

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT FOR DEATH BEN-
EFIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
3017(b) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) the sum of (A) the total amount reduced
from the individual’s basic pay under section
3011(b), 3012(c), or 3018(c) of this title, and (B)
the total amount of any contributions made by
the individual under section 3011(e) or 3012(f) of
this title, less’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect on May 1,
2001.

(e) CLARIFICATION OF TIME PERIOD FOR ELEC-
TION OF BEGINNING OF CHAPTER 35 ELIGIBILITY
FOR DEPENDENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Section 3512(a)(3)(B), as
amended by section 112 of the Veterans Benefits
and Health Care Improvement Act of 2000 (Pub-
lic Law 106–419; 114 Stat. 1831), is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(B) the eligible person elects that beginning
date by not later than the end of the 60-day pe-
riod beginning on the date on which the Sec-
retary provides written notice to that person of
that person’s opportunity to make such election,
such notice including a statement of the dead-
line for the election imposed under this subpara-
graph; and’’.

(B) Section 3512(a)(3)(C), as so amended by
such section, is amended by striking ‘‘between
the dates described in’’ and inserting ‘‘the date
determined pursuant to’’.
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(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made

by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if enacted
on November 1, 2000.

TITLE II—TRANSITION AND OUTREACH
PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH OVERSEAS
VETERANS ASSISTANCE OFFICES TO
EXPAND TRANSITION ASSISTANCE.

Section 7723(a) is amended by inserting after
the first sentence the following new sentence:
‘‘The Secretary may maintain such offices on
such military installations located elsewhere as
the Secretary, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Defense, determines to be necessary to
carry out such purposes.’’.
SEC. 202. TIMING OF PRESEPARATION COUN-

SELING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The first sentence of sec-

tion 1142(a)(1) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows: ‘‘Within the time
periods specified in paragraph (3), the Secretary
concerned shall (except as provided in para-
graph (4)) provide for individual preseparation
counseling of each member of the armed forces
whose discharge or release from active duty is
anticipated as of a specific date.’’.

(2) Such section is further amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(3)(A) In the case of an anticipated retire-
ment, preseparation counseling shall commence
as soon as possible during the 24-month period
preceding the anticipated retirement date. In
the case of a separation other than a retirement,
preseparation counseling shall commence as
soon as possible during the 12-month period pre-
ceding the anticipated date. Except as provided
in subparagraph (B), in no event shall
preseparation counseling commence later than
90 days before the date of discharge or release.

‘‘(B) In the event that a retirement or other
separation is unanticipated until there are 90 or
fewer days before the anticipated retirement or
separation date, preseparation counseling shall
begin as soon as possible within the remaining
period of service.

‘‘(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the Sec-
retary concerned shall not provide
preseparation counseling to a member who is
being discharged or released before the comple-
tion of that member’s first 180 days of active
duty.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in the
case of a member who is being retired or sepa-
rated for disability.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second
sentence of section 1144(a)(1) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘during the
180-day period’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘within the time periods provided under
paragraph (3) of section 1142(a) of this title, ex-
cept that the Secretary concerned shall not pro-
vide preseparation counseling to a member de-
scribed in paragraph (4)(A) of such section.’’.
SEC. 203. IMPROVEMENT IN EDUCATION AND

TRAINING OUTREACH SERVICES FOR
SEPARATING SERVICEMEMBERS AND
VETERANS.

(a) PROVIDING OUTREACH THROUGH STATE AP-
PROVING AGENCIES.—Section 3672(d) is amended
by inserting ‘‘and State approving agencies’’ be-
fore ‘‘shall actively promote the development of
programs of training on the job’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL DUTY.—Such section is fur-
ther amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(2) In conjunction with outreach services

furnished by the Secretary for education and
training benefits under chapter 77 of this title,
each State approving agency shall conduct out-
reach programs and provide outreach services to
eligible persons and veterans about education
and training benefits available under applicable
Federal and State law.’’.
SEC. 204. EXPANSION OF OUTREACH EFFORTS TO

ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.
(a) AVAILABILITY OF OUTREACH SERVICES FOR

CHILDREN, SPOUSES, SURVIVING SPOUSES, AND

DEPENDENT PARENTS.—Paragraph (2) of section
7721(b) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) the term ‘eligible dependent’ means a
spouse, surviving spouse, child, or dependent
parent of a person who served in the active mili-
tary, naval, or air service.’’.

(b) IMPROVED OUTREACH PROGRAM.—(1) Sub-
chapter II of chapter 77 is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:

‘‘§ 7727. Outreach for eligible dependents
‘‘(a) In carrying out this subchapter, the Sec-

retary shall ensure that the needs of eligible de-
pendents are fully addressed.

‘‘(b) The Secretary shall ensure that the avail-
ability of outreach services and assistance for
eligible dependents under this subchapter is
made known through a variety of means, in-
cluding the Internet, announcements in vet-
erans publications, and announcements to the
media.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 7726 the following new
item:

‘‘7727. Outreach for eligible dependents.’’.
SEC. 205. IMPROVEMENT OF VETERANS OUT-

REACH PROGRAMS.
Section 7722(c) is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Whenever a veteran or dependent first

applies for any benefit under laws administered
by the Secretary (including a request for burial
or related benefits or an application for life in-
surance proceeds), the Secretary shall provide to
the veteran or dependent information con-
cerning benefits and health care services under
programs administered by the Secretary.’’.

TITLE III—MEMORIAL AFFAIRS,
INSURANCE, AND OTHER PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. INCREASE IN BURIAL BENEFITS.
(a) BURIAL AND FUNERAL EXPENSES.—(1) Sec-

tion 2307 is amended by striking ‘‘$1,500’’ and
inserting ‘‘$2,000 (as increased from time to time
under section 5312 of this title)’’.

(2) Section 2302(a) is amended by striking
‘‘$300’’ and inserting ‘‘$500 (as increased from
time to time under section 5312 of this title)’’.

(3) Section 2303(a)(1)(A) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$300’’ and inserting ‘‘$500 (as increased
from time to time under section 5312 of this
title)’’.

(b) PLOT ALLOWANCE.—Section 2303(b) is
amended by striking ‘‘$150’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘$300 (as increased from
time to time under section 5312 of this title)’’.

(c) INDEXING PAYMENT AMOUNTS.—Section
5312(a) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and each rate of monthly al-
lowance’’ and inserting ‘‘each rate of monthly
allowance’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘and each rate of allowance
paid under sections 2302, 2303, and 2307 of this
title,’’ after ‘‘under section 1805 of this title,’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to deaths occurring
on or after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 302. FAMILY COVERAGE UNDER

SERVICEMEMBERS’ GROUP LIFE IN-
SURANCE.

(a) INSURABLE DEPENDENTS.—(1) Section 1965
is amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(10) The term ‘insurable dependent’, with re-
spect to a member, means the following:

‘‘(A) The member’s spouse.
‘‘(B) The member’s child, as defined in the

first sentence of section 101(4)(A) of this title.’’.
(2) Section 101(4)(A) is amended in the matter

preceding clause (i) by inserting ‘‘(other than
with respect to a child who is an insurable de-
pendent under section 1965(10)(B) of such chap-
ter)’’ after ‘‘except for purposes of chapter 19 of
this title’’.

(b) INSURANCE COVERAGE.—(1) Subsection (a)
of section 1967 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) Subject to an election under para-
graph (2), any policy of insurance purchased by
the Secretary under section 1966 of this title
shall automatically insure the following persons
against death:

‘‘(A) In the case of any member of a uni-
formed service on active duty (other than active
duty for training)—

‘‘(i) the member; and
‘‘(ii) each insurable dependent of the member.
‘‘(B) Any member of a uniformed service on

active duty for training or inactive duty train-
ing scheduled in advance by competent author-
ity.

‘‘(C) In the case of any member of the Ready
Reserve of a uniformed service who meets the
qualifications set forth in section 1965(5)(B) of
this title—

‘‘(i) the member; and
‘‘(ii) each insurable dependent of the member.
‘‘(2)(A) A member may elect in writing not to

be insured under this subchapter.
‘‘(B) A member may elect in writing not to in-

sure the member’s spouse under this subchapter.
‘‘(3)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C),

the amount for which a person is insured under
this subchapter is as follows:

‘‘(i) In the case of a member, $250,000.
‘‘(ii) In the case of a member’s spouse,

$100,000.
‘‘(iii) In the case of a member’s child, $10,000.
‘‘(B) A member may elect in writing to be in-

sured or to insure the member’s spouse in an
amount less than the amount provided for under
subparagraph (A). The member may not elect to
insure the member’s child in an amount less
than $10,000. The amount of insurance so elect-
ed shall, in the case of a member or spouse, be
evenly divisible by $10,000.

‘‘(C) In no case may the amount of insurance
coverage under this subsection of a member’s
spouse exceed the amount of insurance coverage
of the member.

‘‘(4)(A) An insurable dependent of a member is
not insured under this chapter unless the mem-
ber is insured under this subchapter.

‘‘(B) An insurable dependent who is a child
may not be insured at any time by the insurance
coverage under this chapter of more than one
member. If an insurable dependent who is a
child is otherwise eligible to be insured by the
coverage of more than one member under this
chapter, the child shall be insured by the cov-
erage of the member whose eligibility for insur-
ance under this subchapter occurred first, ex-
cept that if that member does not have legal cus-
tody of the child, the child shall be insured by
the coverage of the member who has legal cus-
tody of the child.

‘‘(5) The insurance shall be effective with re-
spect to a member and the insurable dependents
of the member on the latest of the following
dates:

‘‘(A) The first day of active duty or active
duty for training.

‘‘(B) The beginning of a period of inactive
duty training scheduled in advance by com-
petent authority.

‘‘(C) The first day a member of the Ready Re-
serve meets the qualifications set forth in section
1965(5)(B) of this title.

‘‘(D) The date certified by the Secretary to the
Secretary concerned as the date Servicemembers’
Group Life Insurance under this subchapter for
the class or group concerned takes effect.

‘‘(E) In the case of an insurable dependent
who is a spouse, the date of marriage of the
spouse to the member.

‘‘(F) In the case of an insurable dependent
who is a child, the date of birth of such child or,
if the child is not the natural child of the mem-
ber, the date on which the child acquires status
as an insurable dependent of the member.’’.

(2) Subsection (c) of such section is amended
by striking the first sentence and inserting the
following: ‘‘If a person eligible for insurance
under this subchapter is not so insured, or is in-
sured for less than the maximum amount pro-
vided for the person under subparagraph (A) of
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subsection (a)(3), by reason of an election made
by a member under subparagraph (B) of that
subsection, the person may thereafter be insured
under this subchapter in the maximum amount
or any lesser amount elected as provided in such
subparagraph (B) upon written application by
the member, proof of good health of each person
(other than a child) to be so insured, and com-
pliance with such other terms and conditions as
may be prescribed by the Secretary.’’.

(c) TERMINATION OF COVERAGE.—(1) Sub-
section (a) of section 1968 is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
inserting ‘‘and any insurance thereunder on
any insurable dependent of such a member,’’
after ‘‘any insurance thereunder on any member
of the uniformed services,’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(5) With respect to an insurable dependent of
the member, insurance under this subchapter
shall cease—

‘‘(A) 120 days after the date of an election
made in writing by the member to terminate the
coverage; or

‘‘(B) on the earliest of—
‘‘(i) 120 days after the date of the member’s

death;
‘‘(ii) 120 days after the date of termination of

the insurance on the member’s life under this
subchapter; or

‘‘(iii) 120 days after the termination of the de-
pendent’s status as an insurable dependent of
the member.’’.

(2) Such subsection is further amended—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by

striking ‘‘, and such insurance shall cease—’’
and inserting ‘‘and such insurance shall cease
as follows:’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘with’’ after the paragraph
designation in each of paragraphs (1), (2), (3),
and (4) and inserting ‘‘With’’;

(C) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),

by striking ‘‘thirty-one days—’’ and inserting
‘‘31 days, insurance under this subchapter shall
cease—’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘one hundred and twenty

days’’ after ‘‘(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘120 days’’;
and

(II) by striking ‘‘prior to the expiration of one
hundred and twenty days’’ and inserting ‘‘be-
fore the end of 120 days’’; and

(iii) by striking the semicolon at the end of
subparagraph (B) and inserting a period;

(D) in paragraph (2)—
(i) by striking ‘‘thirty-one days’’ and inserting

‘‘31 days,’’;
(ii) by striking ‘‘one hundred and twenty

days’’ both places it appears and inserting ‘‘120
days’’; and

(iii) by striking the semicolon at the end and
inserting a period;

(E) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by inserting a comma after ‘‘competent au-

thority’’
(ii) by striking ‘‘one hundred and twenty

days’’ both places it appears and inserting ‘‘120
days’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end and insert-
ing a period; and

(F) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘insurance
under this subchapter shall cease’’ before ‘‘120
days after ’’ the first place it appears.

(3) Subsection (b)(1)(A) of such section is
amended by inserting ‘‘(to insure against death
of the member only)’’ after ‘‘converted to Vet-
erans’ Group Life Insurance’’.

(d) PREMIUMS.—Section 1969 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
sections:

‘‘(g)(1)(A) During any period in which a
spouse of a member is insured under this sub-
chapter and the member is on active duty, there
shall be deducted each month from the member’s
basic or other pay until separation or release
from active duty an amount determined by the

Secretary as the premium allocable to the pay
period for providing that insurance coverage. No
premium may be charged for providing insur-
ance coverage for a child.

‘‘(B) During any month in which a member is
assigned to the Ready Reserve of a uniformed
service under conditions which meet the quali-
fications set forth in section 1965(5)(B) of this
title and the spouse of the member is insured
under a policy of insurance purchased by the
Secretary under section 1966 of this title, there
shall be contributed from the appropriation
made for active duty pay of the uniformed serv-
ice concerned an amount determined by the Sec-
retary (which shall be the same for all such
members) as the share of the cost attributable to
insuring the spouse of such member under this
policy, less any costs traceable to the extra haz-
ards of such duty in the uniformed services. Any
amounts so contributed on behalf of any indi-
vidual shall be collected by the Secretary con-
cerned from such individual (by deduction from
pay or otherwise) and shall be credited to the
appropriation from which such contribution was
made.

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary shall determine the pre-
mium amounts to be charged for life insurance
coverage for spouses of members under this sub-
chapter.

‘‘(B) The premium amounts shall be deter-
mined on the basis of sound actuarial principles
and shall include an amount necessary to cover
the administrative costs to the insurer or insur-
ers providing such insurance.

‘‘(C) Each premium rate for the first policy
year shall be continued for subsequent policy
years, except that the rate may be adjusted for
any such subsequent policy year on the basis of
the experience under the policy, as determined
by the Secretary in advance of that policy year.

‘‘(h) Any overpayment of a premium for insur-
ance coverage for an insurable dependent of a
member that is terminated under section
1968(a)(5) of this title shall be refunded to the
member.’’.

(e) PAYMENTS OF INSURANCE PROCEEDS.—Sec-
tion 1970 is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(i) Any amount of insurance in force on an
insurable dependent of a member under this sub-
chapter on the date of the dependent’s death
shall be paid, upon the establishment of a valid
claim therefor, to the member or, in the event of
the member’s death before payment to the mem-
ber can be made, then to the person or persons
entitled to receive payment of the proceeds of in-
surance on the member’s life under this sub-
chapter.’’.

(f) CONVERSION OF SGLI TO PRIVATE LIFE IN-
SURANCE.—Section 1968(b) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3)(A) In the case of a policy purchased
under this subchapter for an insurable depend-
ent who is a spouse, upon election of the spouse,
the policy may be converted to an individual
policy of insurance under the same conditions
as described in section 1977(e) of this title (with
respect to conversion of a Veterans’ Group Life
Insurance policy to such an individual policy)
upon written application for conversion made to
the participating company selected by the
spouse and payment of the required premiums.
Conversion of such policy to Veterans’ Group
Life Insurance is prohibited.

‘‘(B) In the case of a policy purchased under
this subchapter for an insurable dependent who
is a child, such policy may not be converted
under this subsection.’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE AND INITIAL IMPLEMENTA-
TION.—(1) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on the first day of the first
month that begins more than 120 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) Each Secretary concerned, acting in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Veterans Affairs,
shall take such action as is necessary to ensure
that during the period between the date of the
enactment of this Act and the effective date de-

termined under paragraph (1) each eligible mem-
ber—

(A) is furnished an explanation of the insur-
ance benefits available for dependents under the
amendments made by this section; and

(B) is afforded an opportunity before such ef-
fective date to make elections that are author-
ized under those amendments to be made with
respect to dependents.

(3) For purposes of paragraph (2):
(A) The term ‘‘Secretary concerned’’ has the

meaning given that term in section 101 of title
38, United States Code.

(B) The term ‘‘eligible member’’ means a mem-
ber of the uniformed services described in sub-
paragraph (A) or (C) of section 1967(a)(1) of title
38, United States Code, as amended by sub-
section (b)(1).
SEC. 303. RETROACTIVE APPLICABILITY OF IN-

CREASE IN MAXIMUM SGLI BENEFIT
FOR MEMBERS DYING IN PERFORM-
ANCE OF DUTY ON OR AFTER OCTO-
BER 1, 2000.

(a) APPLICABILITY OF INCREASE IN BENEFIT.—
Notwithstanding subsection (c) of section 312 of
the Veterans Benefits and Health Care Improve-
ment Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–419; 114 Stat.
1854), the amendments made by subsection (a) of
that section shall take effect on October 1, 2000,
with respect to any member of the Armed Forces
who died in the performance of duty (as deter-
mined by the Secretary concerned) during the
period beginning on October 1, 2000, and ending
at the close of March 31, 2001, and who on the
date of death was insured under the
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance program
under subchapter III of chapter 19 of title 38,
United States Code, for the maximum coverage
available under that program.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘Secretary concerned’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 101(25) of title 38,
United States Code.
SEC. 304. INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE

FOR AUTOMOBILE AND ADAPTIVE
EQUIPMENT FOR CERTAIN DISABLED
VETERANS.

Section 3902(a) is amended by striking
‘‘$8,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$9,000’’.
SEC. 305. INCREASE IN ASSISTANCE AMOUNT FOR

SPECIALLY ADAPTED HOUSING.
Section 2102 is amended—
(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) of

subsection (a), by striking ‘‘$43,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$48,000’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘$8,250’’
and inserting ‘‘$9,250’’.
SEC. 306. REVISION OF RULES WITH RESPECT TO

NET WORTH LIMITATION FOR ELIGI-
BILITY FOR PENSIONS FOR VET-
ERANS WHO ARE PERMANENTLY
AND TOTALLY DISABLED FROM A
NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED DIS-
ABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1522(a) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘In determining the corpus of the estates
of the veteran and the veteran’s spouse, if any,
the value of the real property of the veteran and
the veteran’s spouse and children shall be ex-
cluded if such property is used for farming,
ranching, or similar agricultural purposes.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to payment of pen-
sions for months beginning on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 307. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE.—Title 38,
United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Effective as of November 1, 2000, section
107 is amended—

(A) in the second sentence of subsection (a),
by inserting ‘‘or (d)’’ after ‘‘subsection (c)’’;

(B) by redesignating the second subsection (c)
(added by section 332(a)(2) of the Veterans Ben-
efits and Health Care Improvement Act of 2000
(Public Law 106–419)) as subsection (d); and

(C) in subsection (d), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘‘In’’ in paragraph (1) and inserting
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‘‘With respect to benefits under chapter 23 of
this title, in’’.

(2) Section 3512 is amended—
(A) in subsection (a)(5), by striking ‘‘clause (4)

of this subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(4)’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘willfull’’
and inserting ‘‘willful’’.

(3) Section 4303(13) is amended by striking the
second period at the end.

(b) PUBLIC LAW 106–419.—Effective as of No-
vember 1, 2000, and as if included therein as
originally enacted, the Veterans Benefits and
Health Care Improvement Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106–419) is amended as follows:

(1) Section 111(f)(3) (114 Stat. 1831) is amended
by striking ‘‘3654’’ and inserting ‘‘3564’’.

(2) Section 323(a)(1) (114 Stat. 1855) is amend-
ed by inserting a comma in the second quoted
matter therein after ‘‘duty’’.

(3) Section 401(e)(1) (114 Stat. 1860) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘this’’ both places it appears in
quoted matter and inserting ‘‘This’’.

(4) Section 402(b) (114 Stat. 1861) is amended
by striking the close quotation marks and period
at the end of the table in paragraph (2) of the
matter inserted by the amendment made that
section.

(c) PUBLIC LAW 102–590.—Section 3(a)(1) of
the Homeless Veterans Comprehensive Service
Programs Act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. 7721 note) is
amended by striking ‘‘, during,’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the 107th Congress is
only a few months old, but it is already
apparent that this is going to be one
that works to keep America’s promises
to veterans and their families. Later
today we will begin consideration of H.
Con. Res. 83, the congressional budget
resolution, which contains record lev-
els of funding for veterans’ programs.
As a matter of fact, it contains a 12
percent boost for VA spending, both
mandatory and discretionary, to bring
it to $52.3 billion, a $5.6 billion increase
over fiscal year 2001.

In the past month, Mr. Speaker, the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
has met 10 times to hear the views of
the Department of Veterans Affairs as
well as veterans’ organizations. We
have heard from organizations such as
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Gold
Star Wives, the National Association of
State Directors of Veterans Affairs, the
Retired Enlisted Association, Fleet Re-
serve Association, Air Force Sergeants
Association, the Jewish War Veterans,
Blinded Veterans Association, Non-
commissioned Officers Association,
Military Order of the Purple Heart,
Paralyzed Veterans of America, Dis-
abled American Veterans, Amvets,
American Ex-Prisoners of War, Viet-
nam Veterans of America, and the Re-
tired Officers Association, 16 organiza-
tions in all.

Mr. Speaker, we learned a great deal
about what is taking place in the lives
of veterans and their families. We also
learned about government programs
that are effective and making a dif-

ference in their lives, and about some
that need to be revised and updated
and reformed.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage Members
and their constituents to visit the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
Website to review the testimony pre-
sented at these hearings to learn more
about these hearings and the testi-
mony that we have received. For the
RECORD, that is http://veterans.gov/. It
is a font of information and a great re-
source on veterans legislation and
hearings.

Mr. Speaker, we also heard during
the course of those hearings from our
distinguished VA Secretary Anthony
Principi on two of those occasions. We
heard about his determination to make
the VA a more responsive and a more
effective organization. Members of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs also
told the Secretary that it is not
enough that a grateful Nation remem-
ber its veterans and their sacrifice. The
Nation that provides in excess of $47
billion, and as I said, that is likely to
jump to $52.3 billion for veterans’ pro-
grams, expects the VA to be held ac-
countable.

We need accountability to make sure
that that which we pass is faithfully
implemented. We hope that in the fu-
ture Secretary Principi will share this
message with all of his employees. We
really want the best bang for the buck.
We want our veterans to be well served.

Today the House is considering two
measures reported by the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs last week. I would
like to briefly summarize the purposes
of the Veterans Opportunities Act of
2001. The gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH), the very distinguished
chairman of our Subcommittee on Ben-
efits, will provide a more detailed ex-
planation of the bill momentarily.

Mr. Speaker, the Veterans Opportu-
nities Act of 2001 is designed to en-
hance nonhealth programs serving vet-
erans and their families. Many of the
ideas contained in this bill were favor-
ably mentioned in the testimony we re-
ceived from the veterans’ service orga-
nizations during the 107th Congress.
One of this bill’s provisions updates the
law governing the type of training vet-
erans can pursue under the Mont-
gomery GI bill. We see more and more
education and training opportunities
offered outside of the traditional class-
room setting. Veterans pursuing a good
job should be able to use their GI bene-
fits to offset the cost of these courses,
and this bill will make those types of
training more affordable to veterans
eligible for the Montgomery GI bill.

The life insurance program available
to all active duty servicemembers and
many reservists does not provide cov-
erage to members of the
servicemember’s family. Since so many
persons on active duty today desire
coverage for family members at an af-
fordable premium, this bill would au-
thorize that coverage.

b 1415
The bill also includes a provision to

make the increase in life insurance

coverage, which is scheduled to go into
effect next Sunday, April 1, retroactive
to cover the deaths of many of the
service members who have tragically
lost their lives since October 1 of last
year.

I want to salute the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. REYES), the ranking Demo-
crat of the Subcommittee on Benefits,
and the gentlewoman from Virginia
(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS), a new member,
for suggesting this provision in the
bill.

H.R. 801 also authorizes increases in
payments to families of deceased vet-
erans for burial expenses and in
amounts provided to assist seriously
disabled veterans purchase cars and to
fix up their homes with specially
adapted devices. It also requires the
VA to improve its outreach efforts so
that more veterans and their families
are informed about the benefits for
which they qualify.

Another provision is designed to en-
sure that service members are fully
briefed on benefits that they may qual-
ify for before they leave the service.

Before yielding to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), I want to ex-
press my very deep appreciation for his
hard work and that of our staff and his
staff and many, many Members on the
bills that we are discussing today.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. EVANS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 801. I commend
and thank the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the distinguished
chairman of the committee, for his
leadership on this measure. The Vet-
erans Opportunities Act of 2001 pro-
vides many improvements to veterans
benefits and I am pleased to be an
original cosponsor of this bill.

I also want to recognize several other
Members who have contributed to this
legislation, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Benefits, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH); the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Benefits, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE); and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), two outstanding and effec-
tive advocates for our veterans. This is
a better bill because of their efforts.

Mr. Speaker, last September I intro-
duced H.R. 5271, the Veterans’ Family
Farm Protection Act. That bill made it
possible for more wartime veterans and
their survivors to qualify for VA pen-
sion benefits without being forced to
sell their family homes and ranches. I
thank the chairman for including these
provisions as section 306 of H.R. 801.
This legislation will also benefit low-
income veterans who seek to obtain
health care from the VA.

I especially applaud the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. REYES) for his leader-
ship in first proposing an October 1,
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2000, retroactive effective date for the
$250,000 maximum benefit in the
Servicemembers Group Life Insurance.
The Reyes proposal would permit in-
creased benefits to be paid under cer-
tain conditions to beneficiaries of
those servicemembers who lost their
lives in the performance of duty.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. DOYLE) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) have been
strong advocates for improved VA out-
reach to veterans, their dependents and
survivors. Each has authored impor-
tant legislation to improve VA out-
reach. I am pleased that this legisla-
tion includes many of those outreach
provisions.

H.R. 801 includes many other provi-
sions important to veterans. Among
them are improvements in veterans’
health care benefits, improving vet-
erans’ access to transition assistance,
increases in grants for adaptive hous-
ing, and increases in burial and funeral
expenses, and the burial plot allow-
ance.

I urge my colleagues to approve this
measure and include a summary of
H.R. 801 for the RECORD.
VETERANS OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 2001, H.R.

801, AS AMENDED

Title: To amend title 38, United States
Code, to improve programs of educational as-
sistance, to expand programs of transition
assistance and outreach to departing
servicemembers, veterans, and dependents,
to increase burial benefits, to provide for
family coverage under Servicemembers’
Group Life Insurance, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. Smith (for himself, Mr. Evans, Mr.
Hayworth, and Mr. Reyes) introduced H.R.
801 on February 28, 2001; which was referred
to the Committee on Veterans’ Afairs.

Additional Cosponsors: Mr. Abercrombie,
Mr. Baldacci, Ms. Berkley, Mr. Berry, Mr.
Bilirakis, Ms. Brown of Florida, Mr. Brown
of South Carolina, Mr. Buyer, Ms. Carson,
Mr. Crenshaw, Mrs. Davis of Virginia, Mr.
Doyle, Mr. Edwards, Mr. Ehrlich, Mr. Filner,
Mr. Gonzalez, Mr. Goode, Mr. Gutierrez, Mr.
Hansen, Mr. Honda, Mrs. Kelly, Ms. Lee, Mrs.
McCarthy of New York, Mr. Owens, Mr.
Pascrell, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Putnam, Mr.
Roukema, Mr. Shows, Mr. Simmons, Mr.
Simpson, Mr. Snyder, Ms. Solis, Mr. Spence,
Mr. Stump, Mr. Udall of New Mexico, and
Ms. Waters.

H.R. 801, as amended, would:
TITLE I—EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROVISIONS

1. Increase from $2,000 to $3,400 the max-
imum allowable annual SROTC award for
benefits under the Montgomery GI Bill.

2. Expand VA’s work-study program for
veterans to include working in their major
academic discipline, working in state vet-
erans homes, and helping State Approving
Agencies with outreach efforts.

3. Provide for inclusion of certain private
technology entities in the definition of edu-
cational institution.

4. Allow the disabled spouse or surviving
spouse of a severely disabled service con-
nected veteran to receive special restorative
training.

5. Permit veterans to use VA educational
assistance benefits for a certificate program
offered by an accredited institution of higher
learning by way of independent study.

TITLE II—TRANSITION AND OUTREACH
PROVISIONS.

1. Provide VA the authority to maintain
transition assistance offices overseas.

2. Extend the time that preparation coun-
seling is available to servicemembers leaving
the service to as early as 12 months before
discharge, and 24 months prior to discharge
for military retirees.

3. Improve education and training outreach
services by requiring each State Approving
Agency to conduct outreach programs and
provide services to eligible veterans and de-
pendents about state and federal education
and training benefits.

4. For purposes of VA’s outreach program,
defines an eligible dependent as the spouse,
surviving spouse, child or dependent parent
of a servicemember/veteran. Require VA to
ensure that eligible dependents are made
aware of VA’s services through media and
veterans publications.

5. Require VA to provide to the veteran or
eligible dependent information concerning
VA benefits and services whenever that per-
son first applies for any benefit.
TITLE III—MEMORIAL AFFAIRS, INSURANCE, AND

OTHER PROVISIONS

1. Increase the burial and funeral expense
for a service connected veteran from $1,500 to
$2,000, increase the burial and funeral ex-
pense for a nonservice connected veteran
from $300 to $500, and increase the burial plot
allowance from $150 to $300.

2. Expand the Servicemembers’ Group Life
Insurance (SGLI) program to include spouses
and children. Spousal coverage will not ex-
ceed $100,000; child coverage would be $10,000.
Upon termination of SGLI, the spouse’s pol-
icy could be converted to a private life insur-
ance policy.

3. Make the effective date of an increase
from $200,000 to $250,000 in the maximum
SGLI benefit provided for in Public Law 106–
419 retroactive to October 1, 2000, for a
servicemember who died in the performance
of duty and had the maximum amount of in-
surance in force.

4. Increase the automobile and adaptive
equipment grant for severely disabled vet-
erans from $8,000 to $9,000.

5. Increase the grant for specially adapted
housing for severely disabled veterans from
$43,000 to $48,000, and increase the amount for
less severely disabled veterans from $8,250 to
$9,250.

6. Revise the rule with respect to the net
worth limitation for VA’s means-tested pen-
sion program by excluding the value of prop-
erty used for farming, ranching or similar
agricultural purposes.

Effective Date: Date of enactment except
the following sections

Sec. 106(a): Shall take effect as if included
in the enactment of the Veterans Benefits
and Health Care Improvement Act of 2000 en-
acted on November 1, 2000 (Public Law 106–
419).

Sec. 106(b): Shall take effect as if enacted
on November 1, 2000.

Sec. 106(c): Shall take effect as if enacted
on November 1, 2000.

Sec. 106(d): May 1, 2001.
Sec. 106(e): Shall take effect as if enacted

on November 1, 2000.
Sec. 302: The first day of the first month

that begins more than 120 days after date of
enactment.

Cost: The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that H.R. 801, as amended, would in-
crease direct spending by $46 million in 2002,
$290 million over the 2002–2006 period, and
about $700 million over the 2002–2011 period.
Direct spending would also increase in fiscal
year 2001 should the bill be enacted before
the end of this fiscal year. If addition, imple-
menting the bill would increase spending
subject to appropriation by less than $500,000
a year.

Legislative History:
Mar. 21, 2001: H.R. 801 ordered reported fa-

vorably, as amended, by the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mar. 26, 2001: H.R. 801 reported, as amend-
ed, by the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
H. Rept. 107–27.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH), the chairman of
our Subcommittee on Benefits.

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), the chairman of the full
committee, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise
today in support of H.R. 801, the Vet-
erans Opportunities Act of 2001.

H.R. 801 makes a number of improve-
ments and expansions to VA’s benefits
and services, some of which I would
like to take this opportunity to briefly
highlight.

With respect to educational assist-
ance, this bill increases from $2,000 to
$3,400 the maximum allowable annual
Senior ROTC award for benefits under
the Montgomery GI bill; expands VA’s
work-study program for veteran stu-
dents; provides the inclusion of certain
private technology entities, such as
Microsoft and Novell, in the definition
of educational institution; and permits
veterans to use VA educational assist-
ance benefits for a certificate program
offered by an institution of higher
learning by way of independent study.

H.R. 801 also enhances and clarifies
VA’s outreach services to separating
servicemembers, as well as the spouse,
surviving spouse, children and depend-
ent parent of a veteran, and requires
VA to provide full benefits and health
care eligibility information to a vet-
eran and dependent whenever that per-
son first applies for any benefit.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL) and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE) for working
with the subcommittee on those afore-
mentioned outreach provisions.

We also make a number of program
increases, including raising the burial
and funeral expenses for service and
nonservice connected veterans and in-
creasing the plot allowance.

The automobile and adaptive grant
for severely disabled veterans is in-
creased from $8,000 to $9,000, and the
specially adapted housing grant is in-
creased from $43,000 to $48,000.

We also propose to expand the
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance
program to include coverage for the
spouse and children of a servicemember
enrolled in the insurance program.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, as we all know,
within the last few months, we have
lost far too many servicemembers to
plane crashes, training accidents and,
of course, an act of terrorism at sea.
Just yesterday, it appears we lost two
pilots in a U.S. Army plane crash in
Germany. Two F–15s are missing after
taking off yesterday from Lakenheath
Air Base in the Scottish Highlands.
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Mr. Speaker, sadly, I was informed

this morning that one of the missing
pilots could very well be from my home
State of Arizona.

Last year, Congress approved legisla-
tion to increase the maximum amount
of Servicemembers’ Group Life Insur-
ance from $200,000 to a quarter of a mil-
lion dollars, $250,000. Even though the
bill was signed into law on November 1
of 2000, this particular provision would
not have gone into effect until April 1
of this year. So the bill we are dis-
cussing today would change the effec-
tive date to October 1, 2000, for those
servicemembers who died during the
performance of their military duties
and had previously elected the max-
imum insurance amount.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
time to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. REYES), the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Benefits, a Vietnam combat vet-
eran, for helping us bring this provi-
sion to the table. Credit should also be
given by this House to a newcomer to
this institution, the gentlewoman from
Virginia (Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS), for
working with the full committee on
this issue. Both of these Members de-
serve acknowledgment for their stead-
fast support to this issue and the bipar-
tisan way in which we have worked.

Mr. Speaker, I would just note for
the record we hear so much on the
cable gab fests and on the Sunday
shows about the need for bipartisan-
ship. Mr. Speaker, at this time, in this
place, we reaffirm the notion that
those who sign on in our all-volunteer
force do not check a box for partisan
preference. They go not as Republicans
or as Democrats but as Americans to
serve our country, and today we reaf-
firm that.

Let me thank the ranking member of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. REYES), for working with
me on crafting this legislation in a bi-
partisan fashion, legislation which will
benefit many active duty
servicemembers, veterans, and depend-
ents.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS),
the ranking member of our full com-
mittee, for their leadership.

Mr. Speaker, once again, for the rea-
sons outlined in the aforementioned
comments, I would urge my colleagues
to support the Veterans Opportunity
Act of 2001.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. REYES).

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS),
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, as an original cosponsor
and strong supporter of H.R. 801, the
Veterans Opportunities Act of 2001, I
am pleased that we are considering this
bill today. H.R. 801 contains a number
of important provisions advanced by
Members from both sides of the aisle,
as the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) stated a few minutes ago.

I want to acknowledge, first and fore-
most, the cooperation of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. EVANS), as well as the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH), in
bringing this bill to the floor in its
present form.

The bill will improve educational
benefits, transitional assistance for
separating servicemembers, and out-
reach to veterans and their families.

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DOYLE) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), my
colleagues, for their tireless advocacy
for improved outreach to veterans and
their families.

The bill also provides benefits for the
increased cost of funerals, automobile
and housing adaptations for severely
disabled veterans, and it will stop erod-
ing these benefits as the costs they are
intended to cover increase year by
year. The burial-related benefits in-
creases proposed by this bill were last
changed, Mr. Speaker, in 1973.

Because when benefit levels are not
indexed to reflect the increased cost of
the items that they are intended to pay
for, veterans receive less value as each
year goes by. The longer the time, the
greatest the loss. By indexing these
benefits to changes in the cost of liv-
ing, their purchasing power will be re-
tained.

I particularly want to discuss the in-
surance provisions of this bill. I am
very pleased that the bill incorporates
my request to make the beginning of
fiscal year 2001 the effective date for
the increase in the maximum amount
of Servicemembers Group Life Insur-
ance from $200,000 to $250,000 for those
who lose their lives during the per-
formance of military duties.

As a Vietnam veteran, I know the
dangers of combat. Recent events have
shown that even military training ex-
ercises and more routine duty can re-
sult in the loss of life to our
servicemembers. As I stated during the
subcommittee hearing, I was particu-
larly concerned that those who lost
their lives in the terrorist attack on
the USS Cole as well as those such as
Specialist Rafael Olvera Rodriguez, an
El Paso native who died in the
Blackhawk helicopter crash over Ha-
waii, ensure that they all qualify for
increased maximum benefits.

Since the Cole attack, others per-
forming official duties have died in
North Carolina, Georgia, and Kuwait.
Two National Coast Guardsmen died
after an accident while on patrol just
this past weekend, and just yesterday
two pilots died when their Army plane
crashed in Germany and two Air Force
planes disappeared over Scotland with
apparent loss of life.

The effective date of October 1, 2000
is intended to provide the maximum
benefit of $250,000 for SGLI insured
members, such as those who have lost
their lives in performance of duty and
who were insured for the maximum

benefit at the time of their deaths. I
know that the families of these mili-
tary-insured members will appreciate
this benefit.

I also support the provision allowing
family members to be covered under
the SGLI program. This is a needed im-
provement.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I support the
provision of excluding family farms
and ranches from net worth determina-
tion for pension purposes.

Mr. Speaker, I was born on a family
farm and I know the value of family
farms. There are a number of small
family farms today in my district. We
should not ask veterans to give up
their family farms in order to receive
veterans’ benefits that they have
earned.

I today want to urge all Members to
support this bill. It is a generous bill
that pays back the debt that this coun-
try owes its men and women in uni-
form.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. BILIRAKIS), the very distin-
guished vice chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my chairman, the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I too support H.R. 801.
This legislation makes important im-
provements to veterans’ benefits such
as increasing the burial and funeral al-
lowance from $1,500 to $2,000 for serv-
ice-connected veterans and from $300 to
$500 for nonservice-connected veterans.
The bill also raises the burial plot al-
lowance from $150 to $300.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the legisla-
tion increases the automobile and
adaptive equipment grants for severely
disabled veterans from $8,000 to $9,000.
Under the bill, specially adapted hous-
ing grants are increased from $43,000 to
$48,000, and the amount for additional
adaptations to the home that may be
needed later in life is raised from $8,250
to $9,250.

b 1430

The bill expands, as has already been
indicated, the Servicemembers’ Group
Life Insurance Program to cover
spouses up to a maximum of $100,000
and children to $10,000; and the bill also
makes another important change to
the sick-leave program. It increases
the amount of servicemembers group
life insurance paid to the survivors of
members of the Armed Forces who died
in the performance of duty between Oc-
tober 1, 2000, and March 31 of this year.
Specifically, it directs the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to increase sick-leave
payments to the maximum amount of
$250,000 for those who previously con-
tracted for the maximum benefit.

This increase was originally signed
into law in November of 2000 as part of
Public Law 106–419, but the implemen-
tation was delayed, unfortunately,
until April 1, 2001; and unfortunately, a
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number of military personnel have
been killed. As also has been raised by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. REYES)
and others, a number of other military
personnel have been killed in the line
of duty since October 2000, including
one of my constituents, Erik Larson,
who was killed in a National Guard air-
plane crash earlier this month. While
this bill will not ease the pain of losing
a loved one, it will lessen the financial
hardship.

And as a cosponsor of H.R. 801, Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Veterans Opportunities Act of
2001.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have the opportunity to
speak on the important bipartisan
piece of legislation that we have before
us. I want to take this opportunity to
thank the chairman of the full com-
mittee and the chairman of the sub-
committee for their leadership, as well
as the minority leader, as well as the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS)
for his efforts, and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. REYES) also.

At a time when drastic tax cuts seem
to overshadow our Nation’s priorities,
it is refreshing that the House should
take up the legislation that addresses
our commitment to improving services
to those that have made the ultimate
sacrifice, our veterans.

The Veterans Opportunities Act
makes improvement to key veterans’
programs. In particular, the measure
makes enhancements to the veterans
educational and the burial benefits
that are long overdue. For those seek-
ing assistance in pursuing higher edu-
cation, the bill increases benefits under
the Montgomery GI Bill. It expands the
work-study opportunities for veteran
students and extends benefits to cover
independent study for qualified institu-
tions. Without doubt, the educational
benefits are instrumental in assisting
the military in recruitment efforts.
Those men and women who have cho-
sen to serve our country in uniform de-
serve better access to higher education;
and we all recognize the importance of
how the cost of education has contin-
ued to grow and continued to move for-
ward, so it is important for us to keep
pace with that.

We have come a step forward; we still
have a long way to go. But I am very
pleased that we are beginning to ad-
dress and increase the amounts of the
Montgomery GI Bill.

Finally, the families who face finan-
cial challenges for burying our vet-
erans will receive some relief under
H.R. 801. Burial funeral allowances will
be increased from $1,500 to $2,000 for
service-connected veterans and $300 to
$500 for nonservice-connected veterans.

As Congress prepares to take up the
budget resolution, we should remind
ourselves that our peace is a blessing.
However, peace does not diminish our
obligation to American veterans. It is

time to take care of those and move
forward. This bill begins to do that,
and I want to thank the leadership on
both sides for their efforts on this piece
of legislation.

Once again, I want to congratulate
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS) and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the chairman of
the committee, and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. REYES) for their ef-
forts.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Virginia
(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS).

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend her remarks, and in-
clude extraneous material.)

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
801, the Veterans’ Opportunity Act of
2001. As a cosponsor of this legislation,
I am proud to be able to say that the
committee referred a bill that has
practical and immediate effects for
many veterans and their loved ones.
This legislation comprehensively ad-
dresses many issues associated with
veterans and their dependents. How-
ever, Mr. Speaker, I will not delve into
the details of this legislation. Suffice it
to say our veterans have earned their
benefits, often purchasing them with
their own blood.

What I would like to speak about
today is one section of the legislation
that I believe will have an immediate
and practical effect for the surviving
families of many of our recently de-
ceased veterans. As my colleagues may
know, I recently introduced a bill, H.R.
115, the SGLI Adjustment Act. The sub-
stantive language of this bill was in-
corporated by the committee directly
into H.R. 801. This legislation will di-
rectly and immediately help many of
the families and beneficiaries of those
killed since October 1, 2000.

Mr. Speaker, as I am sure my col-
leagues are aware, our military has re-
cently suffered numerous tragedies.
The bombing of the U.S.S. Cole, the
crash of an Osprey, a Blackhawk, a Na-
tional Guard airplane, and the acci-
dental bombing of our own troops in
Kuwait. All of these accidents were un-
foreseen, and all of these accidents re-
sulted in the tragic loss of life.

Mr. Speaker, thankfully, our Nation
has seen fit to provide our servicemen
with a program of insurance to allow
the families and beneficiaries to have
some protection in the event of un-
timely death. This insurance,
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance,
otherwise known as SGLI, can be pur-
chased at a low rate for a maximum
benefit of up to $200,000. Recently, on
November 1 of last year, the President
signed a bill increasing this maximum
benefit to $250,000. Unfortunately, for
those recently affected families, this
increase in coverage does not take ef-
fect until April 1 of this year. By incor-
porating the substantive language of
my bill, we will retroactively grant

this increase to those families who had
opted for the maximum benefit and
subsequently lost a loved one in the
performance of their duty.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to note
that this provision is revenue-neutral
and is funded from the SGLI Reserve
Fund. It follows similar legislative
precedent dating from the Gander,
Newfoundland, crash and the death in-
demnity granted after the Gulf War.

Additionally, this provision has the
direct support and endorsement of sev-
eral veterans’ and servicemen’s organi-
zations.

Mr. Speaker, just a few weeks ago,
tragedy struck locally in my own dis-
trict in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Several constituents of mine perished
in the Air National Guard crash. I at-
tended their memorial service. How-
ever, that was the hardest thing I had
to face. The families of these service-
men face much harder days ahead.

Mr. Speaker, by passing the Veterans
Opportunity Act of 2001, we will show
the families and beneficiaries of these
servicemen that we do, indeed, care.
We take care of our own. Never let it
be said that we do not.

I ask that the other Members of the
House support H.R. 801. In the long
term, this is the only way in which we
will be able to assist the families of
those recently perished.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I
did not thank the committee and its
staff for their hard work and dedica-
tion in seeing this bill brought to the
floor. In particular, I would like to
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH), and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW)
for ensuring that my legislation was
attached to this bill in the form of a
friendly amendment.

Mr. Speaker, now is the time. Now is
the time for the other Members of the
people’s House to stand and support
the families of our servicemen. Vote in
support of passage of H.R. 801.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
material for the RECORD:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
March 20, 2001.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH,
Chairman, House Committee on Veterans’ Af-

fairs, Cannon House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: It is my under-
standing that you recently received a letter
from several of our colleagues asking for
your support for amending H.R. 801, the Vet-
erans’ Opportunities Act, to include the lan-
guage of H.R. 1015. As a cosponsor of both
H.R. 801 and H.R. 1015, and as a member of
your Committee, I am writing to add my
support for this proposal.

As you know, Congress last year approved
a $50,000 increase, to $250,000, in the max-
imum death benefits for families of military
personnel through the Servicemembers’
Group Life Insurance (SGLI). Though the
legislation was signed into law on November
1, 2000, the effective date of this increase is
not until April 1, 2001. Regrettably, for many
of our servicemembers and their families—
most notably, the 21 National Guard mem-
bers killed in a plane crash earlier this
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month and the 17 sailors killed in the ter-
rorist bombing of the USS Cole—this is too
late.

H.R. 1015 would make a modest change in
law that would bring comfort and security to
the families of these brave servicemembers
by making the annuity increase retroactive
to October 1, 2001. The Administration has
announced its support for this legislation,
and I know that you have voiced your sup-
port for it as well.

I am hopeful that you will make it a part
of your mark for tomorrow’s mark-up ses-
sion of H.R. 801. In the alternative, if offered
as amendment, I am hopeful that you will
support its adoption.

I look forward to working with you on this
and other measures to improve the lives of
our veterans and servicemembers.

Sincerely,
ANDER CRENSHAW,

Member of Congress.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
Washington, DC, March 20, 2001.

Congressman CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH, Chair-
man,

House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, U.S.
House of Representatives, Cannon House
Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: This letter is to re-
quest that the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs consider attaching H.R. 1015 as an
amendment to H.R. 801, The Veterans’ Op-
portunities Act of 2001.

As we know you are aware, America has re-
cently suffered numerous military tragedies
that have resulted in the unfortunate deaths
of many of our servicemen and women. In
particular, we have recently faced the crash
of an Osprey, a Blackhawk, a Air National
Guard airplane, and an accidental bombing
of our own servicemen.

On November 1 of last year, the President
signed legislation (c.f. P.L. 106–419) to in-
crease the maximum SGLI benefit from
$200,000 to $250,000. However, the effective
date of this increase was delayed until April
1, 2001. H.R. 1015 would retroactively author-
ize the increased benefit for those who died
after November 1, 2000 and were to receive
the maximum SGLI benefit.

We would ask that the Committee incor-
porate the Davis language of H.R. 1015, while
changing the effective date of retroactive
coverage to October 1, 2001. This would pair
the date of retroactivity with the beginning
of the Fiscal Year and would assist the fami-
lies and beneficiaries of the USS Cole trag-
edy.

Again, thank you for your consideration of
our request.

Sincerely,
JO ANN DAVIS,
ERIC CANTOR,
ED SCHROCK,
ADAM PUTNAM.

AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION,
Arlington, VA, March 14, 2001.

Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
Longworth House Office Building, Washington,

DC.
DEAR MS. DAVIS: The Air Force Associa-

tion applauds your efforts to include those
service members killed in the line of duty
and covered at the maximum limit of the
Servicemembers Group Life Insurance
(SGLI) Program since November 1, 2000
under the proposed increased limits for
SGLI.

Your initiative will ensure that service-
families mourning these tragic losses will re-
ceive the same benefits as those affected
after the passage of the legislation.

We look forward to working with you to
enact this legislation into law.

Sincerely,
JOHN A. SHAUD,

General, USAF (Ret).

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF
THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, March 14, 2001.
Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: On behalf of
the members of the National Guard Associa-
tion of the United States (NGAUS), I wish to
extend our support for H.R. 1015, legislation
that will provide for an increase in the
amount of Servicemember’s Group Life In-
surance (SGLI) paid to survivors of members
who died in the line of duty.

With the increased level of operations for
all members of the Armed Services, there
have been an unfortunate increasing number
of training accidents. This was all too evi-
dent when 21 members of the National Guard
tragically lost their lives on March 3rd, in a
military airplane crash. These good men died
while serving their country, their state and
their community. The severity of this acci-
dent is a grim reminder of the risks we ask
of the members of the National Guard, along
with all men and women who serve in uni-
form.

On November 1, 2001, the President signed
into law S. 1402 that increased the maximum
benefit for the SGLI from $200,000 to $250,000.
However, implementation of the increase
was delayed until April 1, 2001. The legisla-
tion you introduced will provide those serv-
ice members who previously contracted for
the maximum benefit of SGLI and died in
the line of duty to receive the increased
maximum amount of $250,000.

The National Guard Association of the
United States fully supports your efforts and
therefore I am proud to offer the endorse-
ment of the NGAUS for H.R. 1015.

Respectfully,
RICHARD C. ALEXANDER,

Major General, OHARNG (Ret),
Executive Director.

NON COMMISSIONED OFFICERS ASSO-
CIATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA,

Alexandria, VA, March 16, 2001.
Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives, Longworth

House Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: Thank you

for introducing legislation to provide an in-
crease in the amount of Servicemember’s
Group Life Insurance (SGLI) paid to sur-
vivors of members of the Armed Forces who
died in the performance of duty between No-
vember 1, 2000, and April 1, 2001.

Recognizing those men and women whom
made the ultimate sacrifice, and ensuring
that their family members are cared for is of
utmost importance to the NCOA.

The NCOA strongly supports your proposed
piece of legislation. Accordingly, it will be
our privilege to provide testimony on behalf
of H.R. 1015, or whatever assistance you may
require.

Sincerely,
ALEX J. HARRINGTON,

Director of Legislative Affairs.

THE RETIRED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, March 16, 2001.

Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: On behalf of
the 390,000 members of The Retired Officers
Association (TROA), I wish to extend our
support for H.R. 1015, a bill to provide for an

increase in the amount of Servicemember’s
Group Life Insurance (SGLI) paid to sur-
vivors of members of the Armed Forces who
died in the performance of duty between No-
vember 1, 2000, and April 1, 2001.

Your legislation provides an important and
timely correction in the implementation of
the recent increase in SGLI coverage from
$200,000 to $250,000. The legislation is also
consistent with action taken to increase
SGLI after operational accidents such as the
Gander, Newfoundland disaster. H.R. 1015
will ensure that those not covered at the
higher SGLI level during the period between
passage and implementation of the increase
authorized under P.L. 106–419 will now be
covered.

With the increased level of operations for
all members of the Armed Services, tragic
accidents are occurring more frequently.
From the U.S.S. Cole to the most recent
crash of an Air National Guard plane, our
servicemen and women risk their lives on a
daily basis. The severity of these accidents
serve as a reminder that liberty is not pro-
cured without the constant vigilance of
those who freely give up theirs to protect us.

TROA greatly appreciates your leadership
on this issue and we offer our full endorse-
ment of H.R. 1015, a bill that will help sur-
viving family members to meet critical fam-
ily needs following the tragic loss of their
servicemembers in recent terrorist attacks
or training accidents.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL A. NELSON.

GOLD STAR WIVES OF AMERICA, INC.,
Vincent, AL, March 16, 2001.

Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN DAVIS: On behalf of
the 13,000 members of Gold Star Wives of
America, Inc., I wish to extend our support
for H.R. 1015, a bill to provide for an increase
in the amount of Servicemember’s Group
Life Insurance (SGLI) paid to survivors of
members of the Armed Forces who died in
the performance of duty between November
1, 2000, and April 1, 2001. However, we would
like to see this amended to read October 1,
2000 and April 1, 2001 to include the surviving
family members of servicemembers lost on
the U.S.S. Cole.

Your legislation provides an important and
timely correction in the implementation of
the recent increase in SGLI coverage from
$200,000 to $250,000. The legislation is also
consistent with action taken to increase
SGLI after operational accidents such as the
Gander, Newfoundland disaster. H.R. 1015
will ensure that those not covered at the
higher SGLI level during the period between
passage and implementation of the increase
authorized under P.L. 106–419 will now be
covered.

With the increased level of operations for
all members of the Armed Services, tragic
accidents are occurring more frequently.
From the U.S.S. Cole to the most recent
crash of an Air National Guard plane, our
servicemen and women risk their lives on a
daily basis. The severity of these accidents
serve as a reminder that liberty is not pro-
cured without the constant vigilance of
those who freely give up theirs to protect us.

Gold Star Wives of America Inc. greatly
appreciates your leadership on this issue and
we offer our full endorsement of H.R. 1015, a
bill that will help surviving family members
to meet critical family needs following the
tragic loss of their servicemembers in recent
terrorist attacks or training accidents.

Sincerely,
RACHEL A. CLINKSCALE,

Board Chairwoman.
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RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF

THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, March 16, 2001.

Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: On behalf of
the 75,000 members of the Reserve Officers
Association of the United States, chartered
by Congress in 1922 to support the develop-
ment and implementation of a military pol-
icy that will provide adequate national de-
fense for the United States, I want to con-
gratulate you for introducing HR 1015, legis-
lation that would provide for an increase in
the amount of Servicemembers Group Life
Insurance (SIGLI) paid to the survivors of
service members who die in the line of duty.
I want you to know that the Reserve Officers
Association fully supports your efforts in
this regard.

Since the end of the Cold War we have wit-
nessed a three-fold increase in the level of
deployments of our Armed Forces. Our men
and women in uniform are increasingly
called upon to support contingency oper-
ations around the world, operations that ex-
pose them to danger on a continual basis, as
the headlines daily remind us. Over the past
several years, members of the Reserve com-
ponents have annually provided more than
12,500,000 workdays of contributory support
to our Active component forces. Truly the
level of our military operations is remark-
able. So, too, are our men and women of the
uniformed services. Your bill will help recog-
nize the value of these contributions and of
the men and women who make them.

Again, let me thank you for sponsoring HR
1015. ROA appreciates your efforts and is
pleased to offer our full support.

Sincerely,
JAYSON L. SPIEGEL,

Executive Director.

ENLISTED ASSOCIATION OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED
STATES,

Alexandria, VA, March 19, 2001.
Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
Longworth House Office Building, Washington,

DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: On behalf of

the enlisted men and women of the Army
and Air National Guard, the Enlisted Asso-
ciation of the National Guard of the United
States (EANGUS) wishes to thank you for in-
troducing H.R. 1015, a bill to increase the
amount of Servicemember’s Group Life In-
surance paid to survivors of servicemembers
who died in the performance of duty re-
cently.

Although an increase was signed into law
last November, the increase doesn’t go into
effect until April 1. Your bill would cover
those who died in the recent tragedies and
ensure that their survivors will receive the
new maximum benefit.

EANGUS fully supports this bill. Thank
you for your efforts on behalf of our uni-
formed men and women who serve their
country and sometimes pay the ultimate
price in that service.

Working for America’s Best!
MSG MICHAEL P. CLINE (RET),

Executive Director.

MARCH 16, 2001.
Hon. JO ANN DAVIS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: On behalf of
the members of the National Order of Battle-
field Commissions, I wish to extend our sup-
port for H.R. 1015, a bill to provide for an in-
crease in the amount of Servicemember’s
Group Life Insurance (SGLI) paid to sur-
vivors of members of the Armed Forces who

died in the performance of duty between Oc-
tober 1, 2000, and April 1, 2001.

Your legislation provides an important and
timely correction in the implementation of
the recent increase in SGLI coverage from
$200,000 to $250,000. The legislation is also
consistent with action taken to increase
SGLI after operational accidents such as the
Gander, Newfoundland disaster. H.R. 1015
will ensure that those not covered at the
higher SGLI level during the period between
passage and implementation of the increase
authorized under P.L. 106–416 will now be
covered.

With the increased level of operations for
all members of the Armed Services, tragic
accidents are occurring more frequently.
From the U.S.S. Cole to the most recent
crash of an Air National Guard plane, our
servicemen and women risk their lives on a
daily basis. The severity of these incidents
serve as a reminder that liberty is not pro-
cured without the constant vigilance of our
servicemembers.

The members of the National Order of Bat-
tlefield Commissions greatly appreciate your
leadership on this issue. We offer our full en-
dorsement of H.R. 1015, a bill that will help
surviving family members meet critical
needs following the tragic losses of their
loved ones to recent terrorist attacks or
training accidents.

Sincerely,
ROBERT C. EVANS,

Washington Representative.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 51⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by thanking the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), for including
part of the Veterans Right to Know Act
in the legislation we are considering
today. The leadership and dedication of
the chairman of the committee to our
veterans over the last 20 years has im-
proved the lives of veterans across the
United States.

Let me also extend my gratitude to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS), our ranking member, for his
support of my legislation. These two
gentlemen set the proper tone for bi-
partisanship, which should be recog-
nized, along with the subcommittee
folks, the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. REYES), and also thank
them for inviting us to testify before
the subcommittee.

This legislation I am so proud to be a
part of, the first piece of veterans legis-
lation to reach the House floor, Mr.
Speaker. I would like to speak in sup-
port of that portion which both the
chairman and ranking member spoke
of before, part of the Veterans Right to
Know. This legislation makes great
strides in improving benefits and out-
reach to our veterans and their depend-
ents. I would also like to acknowledge
important provisions in the legislation
that were based on the gentleman from
Pennsylvania’s (Mr. DOYLE) veterans’
outreach legislation. We worked to-
gether to ensure that every veteran has
the benefits they deserve, and we will
continue this work in the future.

To be quite frank, the lack of infor-
mation available to veterans and their
families about their benefits and serv-
ices that they are eligible for has

reached crisis proportions. In a recent
national survey conducted by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, it was in-
dicated that less than half of the vet-
erans contacted were aware of what
benefits they were eligible for. We can-
not accept that on the floor of the
House, in the House of the people.

A survey that I did in my own dis-
trict, the 8th Congressional District of
New Jersey, showed that over half of
those answering had no understanding
of their benefits, no one had ever
reached out to them, no confidence in
the VA to deliver the information in
the first place. These veterans signed a
contract when they went into the serv-
ice to defend us; and as a veteran I say
this, and I know the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) feel
the same way. Well, what happened to
this contract when they left the serv-
ice? What happened to the people and
their families who now many times
after death are going to the VA and
saying gee, we did not know this, we
did not know this.

This is a sacred covenant America
has with its veterans, one that we must
keep. Too often our Nation’s heroes are
not adequately informed as to what
benefits they are entitled to receive or
how to obtain those benefits. Everyone
in this Congress would agree that this
is simply unacceptable. Veterans
across America and I are grateful to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) for his Veterans’ Opportunities
Act. It includes a portion of legisla-
tion, title II, section 205, which will in-
form veterans about benefits and
health care services. We are not doing
veterans any favor, Mr. Speaker. This
is our obligation.

The gentleman from New Jersey’s
measure also includes the portion of
legislation that would require the VA
to assist widows and survivors of vet-
erans by informing them at the time of
a burial request or application for life
insurance proceeds about the full array
of dependent benefits.

Today is a victory for veterans every-
where, but it is just the beginning. The
plan that I have asked for, and hope-
fully will finally be enacted, would
specify how the VA will identify vet-
erans who are not enrolled or reg-
istered with the VA for benefits or
services and require that the VA con-
sult with the veterans services. How
can we talk to the veterans about what
they are eligible for if we do not start
at the grass-roots of the organization
that the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH) spoke of before? All of
those organizations, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, American Legion, the
Disabled American Veterans, the Jew-
ish War Veterans, et cetera, Vietnam
Veterans, Disabled Veterans, if we do
not turn to them, how can we really
fulfill this covenant that we are talk-
ing about here?

Abraham Lincoln spoke of his re-
sponsibility in his second inaugural ad-
dress saying, ‘‘We must care for him

VerDate 26-MAR-2001 03:37 Mar 28, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A27MR7.015 pfrm02 PsN: H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1136 March 27, 2001
who shall have borne the battle and for
his widow and for his orphan.’’

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS)
for doing America proud.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I again want to thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL) for his very kind remarks
and for his donation to the bill, par-
ticularly as it relates to informing our
servicemen prior to discharge.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the remaining 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KIRK), my good friend and col-
league.

b 1445
Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman for yielding time to me.
Mr. Speaker, I would say, first of all,

talk about hitting the ground running,
as the new chairman of the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, the gentleman is
bringing this legislation so quickly to
the House floor. When I described this
legislation at my recent veterans’ town
hall meeting in north Chicago, Illinois,
it got a standing ovation and is strong-
ly supported. For us, hitting the
ground running on veterans’ issues is, I
think, a crucial in paying our debt to
the greatest generation for what they
gave to our country.

Mr. Speaker, if there was a veterans
caucus here in the Congress, including
the veterans of Bosnia, Kosovo, and Op-
eration Northern Watch in Iraq, I
would be it. As a veteran of the most
recent conflicts, we pay homage to
those who served before us in much
more difficult and arduous conflicts.

I have to really give my thanks to
those men and women who introduced
me and educated me on the importance
of veterans’ care: Larry Jenkins of the
AFGE, shop steward in north Chicago;
Johnny Allen, our Lake County Vet-
erans Assistance Commission member;
Al Pate, our very able director of the
north Chicago VA Medical Center.

I want to say how strongly I feel
about the need for bipartisan coopera-
tion, and really hail the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) for his lead-
ership on this issue. For us in the north
Chicago VA medical system, we really
need this health care. We really need to
expand benefits in the way that H.R.
801 outlines, in order to pay a debt that
is owed for all of the freedoms that we
enjoy.

We know, and the current data
shows, that the children of military
families overwhelmingly are those who
sign up to provide the new duty, so the
children of the men and women who
protect us now will be those who pro-
tect us in the future. Making sure that
we honor the debt and promise that we
gave to them under President Lincoln’s
mandate is a crucial thing for me in
my service here.

I want to salute the gentleman from
New Jersey (Chairman SMITH), and

urge all Members to support this legis-
lation.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
strong support of the Veterans’ Opportunities
Act. I commend our veterans who have made
such significant sacrifices to preserve this Na-
tion and protect the freedoms we cherish.

Many people do not realize just how many
veterans are among us: 19,520 war veterans,
1,854 Persian Gulf veterans, 8,177 Vietnam
Era veterans, 4,257 Korean Era veterans, and
6,002 World War II veterans. In supporting the
Veterans’ Opportunities Act today, I pay hom-
age to the more than 25,000 veterans in this
nation.

I am particularly proud to vote for this legis-
lation because it takes critical steps toward
strengthening the Veterans Affairs Depart-
ment. It expands payout amounts for several
VA death and retirement benefits and extends
coverage under the Servicemembers’ Group
Life Insurance program to dependent spouses
and children. It also increases the maximum
allowable annual ROTC award for benefits
under the Montgomery GI Bill and expands
the VA’s work-study program for veterans who
are students. Moreover, the Veterans’ Oppor-
tunities Act increases funding for the auto-
mobile and adaptive equipment grant for se-
verely disabled veterans and allows the dis-
abled spouse or surviving spouse of a se-
verely disabled service-connected veteran to
receive special restorative training—both of
these provisions are vital to many of my con-
stituents. Finally, this legislation makes these
much-needed changes retroactive to October
1, 2000, for service members killed in the line
of duty. This language ensures that the serv-
ice members killed in the terrorist attack on
the USS Cole last October are covered.

I applaud the tireless efforts of the Chair-
man and Ranking Member on behalf of Amer-
ica’s veterans over the years. They have suc-
ceeded in producing valuable legislation that
will help those who need and deserve these
services the most. I urge my colleagues to join
me in voting for our veterans by voting for the
Veterans’ Opportunities Act.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 801, The Veterans Opportuni-
ties Act of 2001. I want to acknowledge Chair-
man SMITH, Ranking Member EVANS, Rep-
resentative HAYWORTH, and Representative
REYES for their steadfast commitment to ful-
filling the promises we have made to our vet-
erans and their families, and extend my sin-
cere thanks for including portions of H.R. 336
as part of H.R. 801.

Throughout my six years on the Veterans
Affairs Committee, I have been a strong sup-
porter for protecting the viability, and ensuring
the longevity of, the Department of Veterans
Affairs. My primary concern has always been
to improve veterans access to quality health
care services and to insure they are delivered
in a timely manner. But my focus on the need
to provide appropriate support for the veterans
health care programs has never clouded my
awareness about the important roles that ade-
quate support for VA construction projects and
medical research play in addressing this con-
cern in a serious, thoughtful, and effective
manner. This is to say that we should always
be mindful of how the Department works as a
whole and be cautious about characterizing an
issue as having just one facet or affecting just
one type of individual. In my view, only if we
remain sensitive to, and forthcoming about,

how we can best implement changes to cur-
rent practices to better serve the veterans
community can we truly fulfill the mission of
the Department of Veterans Affairs.

That is why I took great note of the first
hand experiences relayed to me by members
of the Veterans’ Widows International Network
(VWIN) when they visited my office a few
years ago. At that time, members of the Net-
work detailed personal difficulties they had en-
dured and strongly advocated for the estab-
lishment of dedicated informational outreach
services for surviving spouses and depend-
ents of deceased veterans within the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. For those of you
who are unfamiliar with this organization,
VWIN was established in 1995 and has dedi-
cated itself to reaching out to veterans’ wid-
ows to inform them of benefits for which they
might qualify, to provide them with a point of
contact for processing their claims, and to
keep them abreast of changes. The Network
has done an admirable job in this respect, but
if you are like me you are probably wondering
why the Department isn’t providing these serv-
ices. There are a whole host of challenges
that the Department could argue that preclude
them from improving adequate access to, and
the timely processing of, such information, in-
cluding the assertion that they are already
doing a good enough job in this respect. But
that just isn’t good enough and that is why
Congress should make it a priority to pass
H.R. 801, as well as both H.R. 336 and H.R.
511 in their entirety.

The heart of both H.R. 336, The Surviving
Spouses and Dependents Outreach Enhance-
ment and Veterans Casework Improvement
Act, and H.R. 511, The Veterans Right to
Know Act, is a belief grounded in the idea that
one of our most basic responsibilities is to pro-
vide veterans and their family members with
information about benefits to which they might
be entitled. Indeed, the success of any initia-
tive embarked upon sound levels of aware-
ness and prudent oversight measures.

I want to sincerely thank Representative
PASCRELL for being responsive to my concerns
regarding the informational needs of surviving
spouses and dependents when drafting the
Veterans Right to Know Act. Their specific in-
formational needs were initially addressed by
language which would require the Department
to provide information to dependents con-
cerning benefits and health care services
whenever a dependent first applies for any
benefit under laws administered by the Sec-
retary. This trigger mechanism is definitely a
step in the right direction and I am pleased
that it has been included in Section 205 of
H.R. 801.

But what about the informational needs of
all the surviving spouses and dependents of
deceased veterans who would not retro-
actively be affected by this effort? My bill, H.R.
336, addresses this dilemma in a very straight
forward and reasonable way. Specifically, it
would (1) establish as a national goal to fully
inform surviving spouses and dependents re-
garding their eligibility for benefits and health
care services under laws administered by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, (2) institute a
legislative mandate that surviving spouses and
dependents be included in the subset of popu-
lations targeted by the Department for out-
reach efforts, (3) require a full range of out-
reach efforts for surviving spouses and require
dedicated staff at regional offices to assist with
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their needs, and (4) require periodic evaluation
of the Department’s efforts to address the
needs of eligible dependents. Given the con-
cerns that spurred me to author H.R. 336, I
am most appreciative that aspects of my legis-
lation involving the expanded and clarified
term of eligible dependent and the specific
means by which the Department can meet
their informational needs are identified in Sec-
tion 204 of H.R. 801.

I would, however, have preferred to also
see included the cooperative effort text of H.R.
336 which speaks to the importance of en-
couraging all elements within the Department
to work with private and public sector enti-
ties—most notably veterans service organiza-
tions and veterans widows organizations—to
inform surviving spouses and dependents of
deceased veterans regarding their eligibility. I
would also have liked to see language speak-
ing to the need to have staff at the local level
available to assist these individuals with filing
a claim, reconstructing incomplete records,
and bridging language barriers included.
These represent follow-up efforts designed to
ensure that individuals fully understand and
properly utilize the information they receive.

In closing, I believe there are shortcomings
in current outreach efforts conducted by the
Department, and thus I support the related im-
proving language contained in H.R. 801. I am
pleased that members of the Committee have
paid attention to the need to bolster the De-
partment’s outreach efforts and hope that H.R.
801 will be expeditiously signed into law.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank you and Ranking Member EVANS for
agreeing to ‘‘Fast-Track’’ H.R. 801, the Vet-
erans Opportunities Act.

I am especially pleased because I represent
a district that is rural, with a large agricultural
base.

As such, I fully support the Veterans Oppor-
tunities Act, because it finally addresses the
issue of ‘‘means testing’’ veterans’ agricultural
possessions.

In my district, many farmers are land rich,
but lack liquid assets to readily pay for health
care services at the Department of Veterans
Affairs.

H.R. 801 will greatly assist in remedying this
problem, and allow them the opportunity to ac-
cess the VA Health Care system without being
penalized.

In addition, I am pleased that this bill finally
addresses the issue of allowing veterans to
use their GI Bill education benefits for certain
private technology entities.

This expansion of benefits will allow vet-
erans to receive benefits for various certifi-
cation type courses that have previously not
been recognized.

As a result, veterans can now pursue non-
traditional educational programs that usually
require intense study and certification.

This will ultimately level the playing field for
veterans by allowing to compete in the high-
tech environment.

Lastly, this bill will increase the burial bene-
fits for both service-connected and non-serv-
ice-connected veterans.

This is truly important!
World War II veterans are dying at a rate of

a thousand a day.
Many of these World War II veterans are liv-

ing on fixed incomes, and the high costs of
burying these veterans places a financial bur-
den on their surviving spouses and families.

Mr. Speaker, this bill and its provisions are
long overdue.

Again, I thank the Chairman and the Rank-
ing Member for giving this bill such quick con-
sideration early in the 107th Congress.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 801, The Vet-
erans Opportunity Act. The bill provides for es-
sential benefits related to retirement privileges
that our veterans desperately need. I am
pleased that the legislation has swiftly come
before the House for consideration.

H.R. 801 expands and increases payout
amounts for several Veterans Affairs Depart-
ment (VA) death and retirement benefits and
extends coverage under the Service Members’
Group Life Insurance program to dependent
spouses and children.

The bill reflects a strong consensus in
America that our veterans simply need to be
taken care of. The legislation increases from
$2,000 to $3,400 the maximum allowable an-
nual ROTC award for benefits under the Mont-
gomery GI bill; expands the VA’s work-study
program for veterans who are students; in-
cludes certain private technology entities as
education institutions; allows a disabled
spouse or surviving spouse of a severely dis-
abled service-connected veteran to receive
special restorative training; permits a veteran
to use VA educational assistance benefits for
a certificate program offered by an institution
of higher learning by way of independent
study; and provides for other needed neces-
sities.

The measure contains other much-needed
reforms. For instance, the bill expands the
Service Members’ Group Life Insurance
(SGLI) program to include spouses and chil-
dren. Upon termination of the SGLI, the policy
could be converted to a private life insurance
policy. Finally, the bill makes such changes
retroactive to October 1, 2000, for service
members killed in the line of duty.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important measure for our veterans.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
801, as amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 801, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
f

VETERANS HOSPITAL EMERGENCY
REPAIR ACT

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 811) to authorize
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
carry out construction projects for the
purpose of improving, renovating, and
updating patient care facilities at De-
partment of Veterans Affairs medical
centers, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 811

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans Hos-
pital Emergency Repair Act’’.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF MAJOR MEDICAL FA-

CILITY PROJECTS FOR PATIENT
CARE IMPROVEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs is authorized to carry out major
medical facility projects in accordance with this
section, using funds appropriated for fiscal year
2002 or fiscal year 2003 pursuant to section 3.
The cost of any such project may not exceed
$25,000,000, except that up to two projects per
year may be carried out at a cost not to exceed
$30,000,000 for the purpose stated in subsection
(c)(1).

(2) Projects carried out under this section are
not subject to section 8104(a)(2) of title 38,
United States Code.

(b) TYPE OF PROJECTS.—A project carried out
under subsection (a) may be carried out only at
a Department of Veterans Affairs medical center
and only for the purpose of—

(1) improving a patient care facility;
(2) replacing a patient care facility;
(3) renovating a patient care facility;
(4) updating a patient care facility to contem-

porary standards; or
(5) improving, replacing, or renovating a re-

search facility or updating such a facility to
contemporary standards.

(c) PURPOSE OF PROJECTS.—In selecting med-
ical centers for projects under subsection (a),
the Secretary shall select projects to improve, re-
place, renovate, or update facilities to achieve
one or more of the following:

(1) Seismic protection improvements related to
patient safety (or, in the case of a research fa-
cility, patient or employee safety).

(2) Fire safety improvements.
(3) Improvements to utility systems and ancil-

lary patient care facilities (including such sys-
tems and facilities that may be exclusively asso-
ciated with research facilities).

(4) Improved accommodation for persons with
disabilities, including barrier-free access.

(5) Improvements at patient care facilities to
specialized programs of the Department, includ-
ing the following:

(A) Blind rehabilitation centers.
(B) Inpatient and residential programs for se-

riously mentally ill veterans, including mental
illness research, education, and clinical centers.

(C) Residential and rehabilitation programs
for veterans with substance-use disorders.

(D) Physical medicine and rehabilitation ac-
tivities.

(E) Long-term care, including geriatric re-
search, education, and clinical centers, adult
day care centers, and nursing home care facili-
ties.

(F) Amputation care, including facilities for
prosthetics, orthotics programs, and sensory
aids.

(G) Spinal cord injury centers.
(H) Traumatic brain injury programs.
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(I) Women veterans’ health programs (includ-

ing particularly programs involving privacy and
accommodation for female patients).

(J) Facilities for hospice and palliative care
programs.

(d) REVIEW PROCESS.—(1) Before a project is
submitted to the Secretary with a recommenda-
tion that it be approved as a project to be car-
ried out under the authority of this section, the
project shall be reviewed by a board within the
Department of Veterans Affairs that is inde-
pendent of the Veterans Health Administration
and that is constituted by the Secretary to
evaluate capital investment projects. The board
shall review each such project to determine the
project’s relevance to the medical care mission of
the Department and whether the project im-
proves, renovates, repairs, or updates facilities
of the Department in accordance with this sec-
tion.

(2) In selecting projects to be carried out
under the authority provided by this section,
the Secretary shall consider the recommenda-
tions of the board under paragraph (1). In any
case in which the Secretary selects a project to
be carried out under this section that was not
recommended for such approval by the board
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall include
in the report of the Secretary under section 4(b)
notice of such selection and the Secretary’s rea-
sons for not following the recommendation of
the board with respect to that project.
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs for the Construction, Major Projects, ac-
count for projects under section 2—

(1) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and
(2) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.
(b) LIMITATION.—Projects may be carried out

under section 2 only using funds appropriated
pursuant to the authorization of appropriations
in subsection (a), except that funds appro-
priated for advance planning may be used for
the purposes for which appropriated in connec-
tion with such projects.
SEC. 4. REPORTS.

(a) GAO REPORT.—Not later than April 1,
2003, the Comptroller General shall submit to the
Committees on Veterans’ Affairs and on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Represent-
atives a report evaluating the advantages and
disadvantages of congressional authorization
for projects of the type described in section 2(b)
through general authorization as provided by
section 2(a), rather than through specific au-
thorization as would otherwise be applicable
under section 8104(a)(2) of title 38, United States
Code. Such report shall include a description of
the actions of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
during fiscal year 2002 to select and carry out
projects under section 2.

(b) SECRETARY REPORT.—Not later than 120
days after the date on which the site for the
final project under section 2 is selected, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the committees referred to
in subsection (a) a report on the authorization
process under section 2. The Secretary shall in-
clude in the report the following:

(1) A listing by project of each such project se-
lected by the Secretary under that section, to-
gether with a prospectus description of the pur-
poses of the project, the estimated cost of the
project, and a statement attesting to the review
of the project under section 2(c), and, if that
project was not recommended by the board, the
Secretary’s justification under section 2(d) for
not following the recommendation of the board.

(2) An assessment of the utility to the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs of that authorization
process.

(3) Such recommendations as the Secretary
considers appropriate for future congressional
policy for authorizations of major and minor
medical facility construction projects for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

(4) Any other matter that the Secretary con-
siders to be appropriate with respect to oversight

by Congress of capital facilities projects of the
Department of Veterans Affairs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, I rise
in strong support of this legislation,
H.R. 811, as amended, the Veterans
Hospital Emergency Repair Act.

This bill would authorize the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to carry out
urgently needed medical facility con-
struction projects over the next 2 fiscal
years, and would authorize appropria-
tions of $250 million in fiscal year 2002
and $300 million in fiscal year 2003 for
those projects.

I will briefly discuss the bill, and
then would ask our distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health, the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN), to provide a more de-
tailed expansion explanation. He has
done a great deal of work on this bill.

On March 1, 2001, Mr. Speaker, I in-
troduced the Veterans Hospital Emer-
gency Repair Act with our ranking
member, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), and a number of our col-
leagues, including the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

We are concerned, Mr. Speaker, that
the flow of appropriated funds for VA
construction programs, at one time in
the hundreds of millions of dollars
every year, in recent years slowed to
barely a trickle, and then bottomed
out last year.

No funding was provided through the
appropriations process for VA major
construction in fiscal year 2001. How-
ever, as construction funding for vet-
erans’ hospitals and other medical fa-
cilities dried up, they continued to age.
Hundreds of VA medical buildings are
over 50 years old and have become run-
down, substandard and, in some cases,
unsafe.

Part of the reason funding has not
been appropriated for construction
projects has been the VA’s Capital As-
sets Realignment for Enhanced Serv-
ices, or CARES, initiative. CARES is
expected to provide comprehensive
planning for VA facilities across the
country.

While the VA committee supports
CARES, it is a phased process that
could take 3 to 5 years to produce just
the plans for some VA medical centers.
Then it would take more time for
projects to go forward through the au-
thorization and the construction proc-
ess.

Among these identified construction
needs are some 67 VA buildings cur-
rently used by patients and staff that
could be damaged or collapse in the
event of an earthquake, including three
that suffered damage several weeks ago

at the American Lake Medical Center
in the State of Washington.

Mr. Speaker, I think my colleagues
know the urgency we are talking
about. Hopefully it is self-evident to all
of us. Our Nation’s veterans simply
cannot wait any longer, the CARES
process notwithstanding. They need
our health care today, as well as to-
morrow. As a country we have obliga-
tions to these men and women who
have served in the military uniform
and have done so with honor, and defer-
ring these obligations is the same
thing as not keeping those obligations.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the com-
mittee, I am going to do my best to see
that our veterans have high-quality
health care in modern, well-main-
tained, and safe buildings. All of our
committee members are together on
this.

H.R. 811, as amended, is an important
step that would provide a temporary
authority to the Secretary to set aside
for 2 years existing authorization re-
quirements. It would allow the Sec-
retary some discretion to approve re-
pair projects based on recommenda-
tions of the VA Capital Investments
Board.

This legislation, frankly, would de-
part from current authorization prac-
tice by effectively eliminating congres-
sional influence in deciding how this
money should be spent. We call it an
emergency because it is.

I know the media likes to sometimes
focus on pork in bills we consider. We
hope that the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs will make the most meritorious
choices, those facilities that need re-
pairs the most. Again, that is why we
call it an emergency repair act.

The major veterans’ organizations,
Mr. Speaker, testified in support of
this bill at the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs’ legislative hearing on March 13
of this year. The administration sup-
ports the bill, so long as it aligns with
the President’s overall budget.

I am very pleased, Mr. Speaker, and
encouraged that the proposed budget
resolution that we begin debating later
on today fully accommodates the
amount of money that we anticipate
will be required to do this work.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
again, as I did on the previous bill, my
good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) and
his staff, and our staff, as well, for
working in a bipartisan way in ensur-
ing that this legislation meets the
needs of our crumbling infrastructure.

Finally, just let me say, there have
been studies done as to what we actu-
ally have in the inventory of the VA;
the Pricewaterhouse study, for exam-
ple, done a couple of years ago. They
estimated that we have about $35 bil-
lion worth of assets, and in order to
keep those assets up and running and
in fine shape, it would require about
$700 million to $1.4 billion a year. We
have been nowhere near that amount.
Hence, we have a crumbling infrastruc-
ture crying out for repair, crying out
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for the money, the down payment for
which is contained in this legislation.

This is a modest bill, even though it
is over half a billion dollars, a modest
bill vis-a-vis the need, the unmet need,
for repairing the physical infrastruc-
ture of the VA. If we want to care for
veterans, if we want world-class health
care for our veterans, we need the
physical plant to accommodate that.
This legislation takes us forward in
that process.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
for this piece of legislation. As an
original cosponsor of it, I thank and
commend the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) for his leadership on
this issue.

I think this is about the 30th time
today that the gentleman has been sa-
luted, Mr. Chairman, and he deserves
each and every one. We know what
work he has put into this and his staff
has put into this as we introduce the
legislation. So we are really pleased
that the gentleman has moved it
quickly to the floor and has taken his
leadership role.

The Veterans Hospital Emergency
Repair Act provides an opportunity for
needed construction of VA facilities to
be completed in a more timely manner.
I also want to thank the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER),
and the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
SNYDER) for their important contribu-
tions to this legislation. This is a bet-
ter bill because of their efforts.

The legislation addresses a serious
problem. While the VA reviews facility
needs for the future, there has been a
virtual moratorium on major construc-
tion projects. The VA has 5,000 build-
ings that on average are 50 years old.
Many of these facilities need substan-
tial improvements to continue serving
the needs of our veterans. Unfortu-
nately, the de facto moratorium has
placed veterans and VA employees at
risk to just work in the hospital or to
be a patient there.

H.R. 811 allows the VA to expedite se-
lection, funding, and completion of
smaller construction projects within
certain guidelines developed by the
committee. Prioritized projects will
improve safety and support VA’s capac-
ity for the programs most important to
its mission.

Mr. Speaker, clearly the House
should support H.R. 811. I urge my col-
leagues to approve this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of H.R.
811 and thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, the Chairman of our Committee, for his
leadership on this important legislation. As an
original cosponsor of the Veterans’ Hospitals
Emergency Repair Act, I believe this legisla-
tion provides for undertaking many existing VA
construction needs in a more timely manner.

Because of the willingness of the Chairman
to fully consider and accept a number of sug-
gestions offered during Committee consider-

ation of this legislation, this bill has been im-
proved and perfected. Our Ranking Member
on the Subcommittee on Health, BOB FILNER,
recognized this measure as originally pro-
posed might not enable VA to address the
system’s many needs for seismic corrections.
As a result, the bill now before the House is
intended to allow several of the more expen-
sive seismic projects to be undertaken prompt-
ly. The Ranking Member of our Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations, VIC SNYDER
also identified the need to address research
facility construction needs as research is inte-
gral to the VA’s patient care mission. As re-
ported, this measure now includes research
facilities as candidates for emergency repair
and construction activities.

This legislation addresses a serious problem
confronting VA. While VA is undertaking a
process to review its infrastructure needs for
the future, known as CARES (Capital Asset
Realignment for Enhanced Services), there
has been a virtual moratorium on its major
construction projects. In a system with 5,000
buildings that have an average age of 50, it is
clear that too little investment in infrastructure
has taken place in recent years. The effect of
this de facto moratorium likely has placed vet-
erans and VA employees at risk as buildings
age and deteriorate without necessary renova-
tion and fortification.

From my perspective, the current construc-
tion funding process has clearly had a damp-
ening effect on both the quality and quantity of
projects that have been routed through and
recommended by the agency. As major con-
struction funds have virtually evaporated, VA
employees have recognized proposals they
develop are unlikely to be funded—not be-
cause they lack merit—but because of the
lack of availability of funds. I believe that the
availability of designated funding will encour-
age more proposals from facilities, thereby en-
hancing the quality of projects from which VA
may select.

The legislation we are considering today will
allow VA to expedite selection, funding, and
completion of ‘‘smaller’’ construction projects it
believes are in the best interest of the system
within certain guidelines developed by the
Committee. The Committee has prioritized
projects that will improve facilities’ safety and
barrier-free access and develop its capacity
for the programs most integral to its mission—
blind rehabilitation, programs for the seriously
mentally ill, substance use disorder treatment,
other rehabilitation, long-term care, amputation
care, spinal cord injury, traumatic brain injury,
and women’s health. These categories are
largely consistent with the priority VA’s Capital
Investment Board now assigns to various con-
struction projects it reviews. Within these prior-
ities, it will be possible for VA to choose a
range of projects that need not be held up by
completion of the CARES process.

I believe it is appropriate to delegate the se-
lection of these projects to VA as an interim
approach until the system has results from its
CARES process for a number of reasons.
CARES will produce guidelines for restruc-
turing system assets within market-basket
areas—ultimately across the country. It is
clear that some of the guidance it will produce
will have significant implications for local mar-
kets, but some areas (those with only one VA
medical center and high levels of acute work-
load) will be largely unaffected. VA also is
aware of the areas (those in less populated

areas whose mission has largely shifted to
outpatient care and areas with more than one
medical center) that may have some signifi-
cant changes brought on by the CARES proc-
ess. CARES may be a long-term project and
projects must not be postponed indefinitely be-
cause of it.

While it is appropriate for the agency to
make investments in locations that are likely to
be less affected by the potential outcome of
CARES, it is not appropriate to delay con-
struction indefinitely awaiting the outcome of a
process that may take a decade to complete.
I am concerned that some networks, such as
VISN 12, may be delaying any projects pend-
ing the outcome of the process there. I am
hopeful there will be a reasonable proposal
available for the Chicago area soon, however,
options for this area have been considered for
almost a decade. Viable construction projects,
such as replacement of the badly deteriorated
blind center at Hines, must be advanced to
uphold safety standards and assure quality.

I understand that, within the guidelines of
this legislation, the Department will have more
authority. It is my hope that Headquarters use
a centrally guided and administered process,
such as the Capital Investment Board, to se-
lect those projects it believes best advance
the mission of the agency overall. It should not
be a process which allocates funds to net-
works for use at the directors’ discretion. We
have seen, on too many occasions that alloca-
tion of funds requested by the agency for spe-
cial initiatives, such as waiting times or Hepa-
titis C, may not be used for these purposes.

Any construction planning exercise inevi-
tably leads to the question of mission. What
should VA be doing now and in the future? To
be sure, the veterans’ health care system has
undergone many changes in the last few
years—some reflect better practices from the
private sector; some have redefined long-
standing VA programs, such as mental health
and long-term care, throughout the system,
and perhaps not for the better.

To the extent that construction planning and
the CARES process do not adequately ‘‘main-
tain the capacity’’ of VA’s long-term care pro-
grams and services for veterans with special
disabilities, I believe VA’s planning outcomes
will continue to face opposition from Congress
and the veterans who have come to rely upon
VA for its health care services. We cannot turn
back the clock on these services, but we must
ensure that adequate resources are available
to meet veterans’ needs—if not on an inpa-
tient basis than in the community or home.

I have heard from one network director who
believes it is not his responsibility to ‘‘maintain
capacity’’. Unfortunately, it is evident from the
October 2000 Capacity Report that he is not
alone in believing that the maintenance of ca-
pacity does not apply to him. The report
shows that VISNs 3 and 21 have not main-
tained capacity in the number of patients they
treat for spinal cord injury. VISNs 3 and 22
have significantly reduced their blind rehabili-
tation workloads. Only a few networks have
bolstered traumatic brain injury workloads or
dollars.

I am most concerned about VA’s substance
abuse treatment capacity for mentally ill pa-
tients. It’s not just about dollars which are
overall 64 percent of the funds spent for these
services in FY 1996. Very few networks treat-
ed as many individuals with serious mental ill-
nesses for substance use disorders in fiscal
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year 1999 as in fiscal year 1996. This dis-
turbing trend must be reversed now.

I am also concerned about long-term care
capacity. There is no question that VA has
closed a number of its nursing home beds in
recent years and diverted the mission of many
others to subacute or rehabilitative care. VA is
in the process of identifying measures that in-
dicate its maintenance of capacity. VA long-
term care programs have been considered
one of its finest activities. If VA is to be re-
sponsive to veterans needs and not just dupli-
cate services that may already be available to
them in the private sector, it must continue to
make these services a priority in its infrastruc-
ture and resource utilization plans.

Mr. Speaker, there is clearly a need for ap-
proving H.R. 811 to begin to facilitate address-
ing some of many existing infrastructure needs
within VA. I am pleased to recommend to this
body the approval of the Veterans’ Hospitals
Emergency Repair Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN), the distinguished chair-
man of our Subcommittee on Health.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to express my gratitude to
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH); our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS); and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER), our ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Health Care, for
their leadership on this legislation.

The Veterans Hospital Emergency
Repair Act is very much a bipartisan
measure. Health care for our American
veterans is a high priority for this Con-
gress, and that is demonstrated by this
legislation being on the floor so early
in this Congress.

Presenting this bill and the earlier
benefit measure, H.R. 801, prior to our
spring district work period shows we
are dedicated to attempting to do what
is right for America’s veterans and
doing it early in this Congress.

H.R. 811 provides us a map out of the
forest, authorizing the VA to improve
and upgrade veterans’ hospitals with
smaller projects while the VA and Con-
gress decide the larger question about
what to do for veterans’ facilities in
the longer term. We should not halt fa-
cility maintenance and improvements
while the VA takes several years to
come to decisions on redeployment of
old VA facilities.

A variety of factors have combined to
result in a de facto moratorium on VA
medical facility construction. Last
year only one project was proposed,
and no projects were funded. As the
gentleman from New Jersey (Chairman
SMITH) indicated, the Committee on
the Budget has supported the commit-
tee’s underlying basis of this bill. Two
of the members of our Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs sit on the Committee
on the Budget, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW) and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
BROWN). The Committee on Veterans’

Affairs appreciates their support for
this measure within the deliberations
of the Committee on the Budget.

The key components of H.R. 11 are, it
authorizes the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs to carry out major medical fa-
cility maintenance and rehabilitation
projects during the next 2 years, and
authorizes appropriations of $250 mil-
lion in the fiscal year 2002 and $300 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2003 for those pur-
poses.

This bill also authorizes the Sec-
retary to select patient care projects
and, in certain circumstances, VA re-
search facilities for such construction
under this authority, not to exceed $25
million for any single project, with the
exception that the Secretary could au-
thorize up to $30 million for two seis-
mic correction projects.

This legislation limits the types of
projects that could be funded under the
authority to those that would improve,
replace, renovate, or update facilities,
including research facilities, for pa-
tients’ safety, seismic protection, im-
provements, and accommodations for
those with disabilities.

The Secretary would be authorized to
improve the various high-priority spe-
cialty disability programs within the
Department, such as spinal cord, blind
rehabilitation, traumatic brain injury,
programs for seriously mentally ill.
These veterans also deserve decent and
upgraded facilities.

This legislation requires the Sec-
retary to consider recommendations to
the VA Independent Board that reviews
capital investment proposals in select-
ing projects under the Secretary’s au-
thority.

b 1500

And this legislation permits the Sec-
retary to use Advanced Planning Funds
to design programs selected by him
under the purposes of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for ac-
countability. It requires the Secretary
and the Comptroller General to report
to Congress the projects selected under
this authority, their purposes and their
costs and the results of the authoriza-
tion process and recommendations for
amending or extending that authority
so that Congress will have full oppor-
tunity to watch what the VA does with
this new authority.

Again, let me thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), chair-
man of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, for his leadership and com-
pliment his assertiveness in the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, the new Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs is making a good
start in the 107th Congress under the
gentleman’s leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I also look forward to
working closely with the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS),
ranking member of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, and also to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER),
the ranking member on the Sub-

committee on Health in advancing VA
health care in the 107th Congress.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS) for yielding the time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today also in sup-
port of the Veterans Hospital Emer-
gency Repair Act. I, too, want to thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH), Chairman of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), the ranking
member, and the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. MORAN), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Health, for their leader-
ship in developing what I think is a
very important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I particularly want to
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH) for supporting a provision
that I strongly advocated to allow
more seismic correction projects to be
completed.

VA’s Capital Investment Board has
given the San Diego VA Medical Center
one of its highest priorities for funding
in the fiscal year 2000, but this project
and many other seismic projects have
exceeded the threshold the original bill
would have authorized.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
amendment on the floor today allows
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
identify four seismic projects that ex-
ceed the $25 million threshold by as
much as $5 million and use this author-
ity to address them in fiscal years 2002
and 2003.

The damage sustained, Mr. Speaker
at the VA Puget Sound Health Care
system in Seattle, Washington recently
reminds many of us of the risk and dis-
ruption that VA staff and veterans
using VA services may experience as a
result of an earthquake. Sadly, we were
also reminded of the tragedy experi-
enced back in 1971, when 46 VA patients
lost their lives during the San Fer-
nando earthquake.

The VA has identified more than 60
projects that require seismic fortifica-
tion. We cannot continue to turn our
heads while VA patients and employees
are in harm’s way. The damage sus-
tained at Puget Sound might typify
the type of damage we would see up
and down the West Coast in the event
of seismic activities, at Palo Alto, at
Long Beach, at San Francisco, at West
Los Angeles and, of course, at San
Diego. San Diego’s VA Medical Center
requires new exterior bracing and en-
hancements to the existing seismic
structures. The costs of not completing
these projects, Mr. Speaker, may be
measured in lives, rather than in dol-
lars.

Again, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS) and the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN) for working on this much-
needed legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for H.R. 811.
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. BILIRAKIS).

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, and I,
again, want to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) for yield-
ing the time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to, along
with the others, recognize the leader-
ship of the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH) for advancing this bill to
final passage so early in our new Con-
gress, along with, of course, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN),
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health, who has been ill and had to go
out of his way to get here in time to
speak here today.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs looks to the Capital
Asset Realignment for Enhanced Serv-
ices, which we fondly refer to as
CARES as a map for restructuring VA
capital facilities and to enhance serv-
ices to veterans. That is good, Mr.
Speaker.

In fact, my colleagues may recall
that VA’s CARES program was devel-
oped as an adaptation of early lan-
guage in one of our bills, H.R. 2116, in
the last Congress.

CARES should eventually reach all
the major facilities, but some VA med-
ical centers are not going to have the
benefit of the results of these studies
any time soon. VA has a list of patient
care and research buildings that need
upkeep, replacement, restoration and
modernization. Some of these projects
are shown in our bill report filed yes-
terday, which we know that VA is
doing some of its heavy maintenance
work by using minor construction and
maintenance accounts, but funds Con-
gress appropriates for small-scale
maintenance and routine upkeep
should not be bundled and used to sup-
port major construction requirements.

VA spending is still a ‘‘zero sum
gain’’ and in the long run managing
this way poorly serves veterans and
VA. Even with such creative juggling
of accounts, VA is falling behind. Many
of VA’s 4,700 patient-care buildings
with a ‘‘present replacement value’’ of
$35 billion, according to one report, are
outdated. Frankly, some are beginning
to look a bit threadbare, inefficient
and very crowded. But it is more than
the mere cosmetics, Mr. Speaker. As
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) pointed out, dozens of VA build-
ings currently in use could be damaged
or even collapse in the event of an
earthquake.

The Veterans Hospital Emergency
Repair Act, the bill we are discussing
here today, is an acknowledgment that
much of the VA health care system is
showing its age. The flow of appro-
priated funds for VA’s construction
programs, at one time in the hundreds
of millions of dollars every year, has
slowed to barely a trickle.

H.R. 811 would provide a temporary
authority to the Secretary by setting
aside for 2 years the existing Congres-

sional authorization requirements. It
would allow the Secretary to approve
repair projects based on recommenda-
tions of VA’s independent Capital In-
vestments Board.

The bill provides strong guidance to
the Secretary to give priority to
projects that improve, restore, replace,
and repair patient care facilities, fa-
cilities housing VA’s special programs,
facilities needed by VA’s women pa-
tients and facilities that are at risk of
seismic failure or other dangers, in-
cluding VA’s research facility.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs has concluded that VA
has urgent construction needs that are
not being met. Reported conditions at
various VA medical centers tell the
story best, crowded and inadequate
treatment areas, unsafe conditions
that impact quality of care, lack of
maintenance and improvements and
patient care buildings that clearly need
seismic corrections for patients’ and
staff safety.

The bipartisan bill that we consider
today authorizes VA to identify and
remedy some of the most serious prob-
lems so that quality and safety may be
maintained, or if need be, restored.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I just
rose on the previous measure to stress
the importance of improving edu-
cational, burial, and outreach pro-
grams for the departing service mem-
bers, veterans, and their dependents.

There exists another matter which
deserves our immediate attention, the
state of our patient care facilities in
the VA health care system.

The Veterans Hospital Emergency
Repair Act authorizes $550 million over
the next 2 years for major VA medical
facility construction projects.

The Secretary of the Veterans Affairs
will be given discretionary authority
to improve, repair and renovate dilapi-
dated patient care facilities, including
some research centers.

To ensure that the process selecting
these construction projects does not
get caught up in politics, I am pleased
also to see the accountability provi-
sions that have been placed into effect.

The Secretary will be required to
submit reports to Congress detailing
which projects were funded and the cri-
teria used to select these projects for
funding purposes.

There is no doubt that H.R. 811 is
only a short-term solution to improv-
ing the VA infrastructure, which in
this case is 50 years old. As the vet-
erans’ population gets older, their
long-term health care needs become
even more acute.

It is imperative that the VA hos-
pitals and the clinics be maintained to
provide the quality of care our vet-
erans need and deserve. Congress,
therefore, must make a long-term fi-
nancial commitment to address the VA
construction and renovation needs.

This is a first step. And I know we all
recognize the importance of this step,

but we also recognize how much far-
ther we need to go.

Mr. Speaker, and I want to take this
opportunity in closing to congratulate
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH), chairman of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, on his efforts; and I
know, in quoting the gentleman, that
the infrastructure is crumbling, and
there is need for more resources.

I look forward to continuing to work-
ing with the chairman and also the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS),
the ranking member on the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, as well as the
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER) and the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN) on their efforts.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN), a
good friend.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise
today in strong support of H.R. 811, the
Veterans Hospital Emergency Repair
Act, and I urge my colleagues to join in
full support of this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) our distinguished Chairman of
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS), the ranking minority member
on the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
for bringing this measure to the floor
at this time.

This bill authorizes $250 million in
fiscal year 2002, $300 million in fiscal
year 2003 to the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for major long overdue
medical facility construction projects.

Furthermore, it authorizes our VA
Secretary to select patient-care
projects for construction, which are
not to exceed $25 million for any one
project. The VA’s Secretary is also au-
thorized to improve the various high-
priority special disabilities programs,
which is so urgently needed.

Over the last few years, the VA has
found it increasingly difficult to obtain
funding to update, to modernize, and
repair its medical facilities as they
treat a record number of veterans who
are using the veterans medical facili-
ties throughout the Nation. In order to
address this problem, the VA initiated
the Capital Assets Realignment for En-
hanced Services, CARES, study to see
how best VA services could be en-
hanced. However, this study is not
going to be completed for several years
and will not be able to enhance the VA
budget for fiscal year 2002.

Recent annual budgets for VA health
care have had little or no funding for
major medical construction projects.
Only one such project was requested in
fiscal year 2001, and no funds were ap-
propriated by the Congress for this pe-
riod, despite the fact that $115.9 million
was authorized for construction efforts.
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Mr. Speaker, it is critical that we act

swiftly to address the immediate fund-
ing shortage within the VA for capital
construction projects. Accordingly, for
that reason, I strongly support this bill
and I urge its immediate passage.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) for bringing it to the floor at
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 811, and I
am happy to see it is in a bipartisan
fashion. It is so much more to come to
the well when we are not throwing
slings and arrows at each other.

Secretary Principi is from San Diego,
and he knows full well the problems we
have with seismic problems in the
State of California. This will go a long
way, but I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH),
chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. EVANS), the ranking mem-
ber for working on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I would also have a plea
to my colleagues that subvention for
our veterans TRICARE are merely still
Band-Aids, especially if you live in a
rural area. I feel that if we work on an
FEHBP bill that gives access to all vet-
erans, it will be much better off.

Since I am not on the committee, I
would also like to speak to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH)
that we once had a male-dominated
military force, and since then, it is
men and women, especially women at a
much higher rate, which means our fa-
cilities need to be upgraded with the
increased number of women serving in
our Armed Forces that are retiring;
that health care is important and there
is especially needs to that.

I would like to mention one other
area that I hope the committee ad-
dresses. Over 50 years ago, and I think
this is also in a bipartisan fashion,
General MacArthur promised our fel-
low Filipino Americans they would
have health care. That promise has not
been held.

My colleagues on both sides of the
aisle are working currently with Fili-
pino health care from a time of Cor-
regidor and Baguio when they gave
their lives for the Filipino Islands and
for the United States and their service
to the United States, I think it is fair
time that we bring that forward.

There is other things that help them,
Impact Aid, COLAs for the veterans in
active duty and a partnership that we
have in San Diego where the Children’s
Hospital with UCSD working with our
current VA medical facility, those
kinds of things are helping, but I still
feel, Mr. Speaker, we still have a long
way to go in supplying and providing
our veterans with adequate health
care.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

First of all, let me just again thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS) and all the Members who have
helped fashion this legislation.

I especially want to thank our staff:
Pat Ryan, our general counsel and staff
director; Kingston Smith; Jeannie
McNally; Darryl Kehrer; Paige
McManus; John Bradley; Sarah
Shigley; Michael Durishin; Debbie
Smith; Todd Houchins; Beth Kilker;
Susan Edgerton; Mary Ellen McCarthy;
Sandra McClellan; and Jerry Tan. I
hope I did not miss anybody, but it
really does make a difference to have
staff and Members working so well to-
gether.

These two pieces of legislation, in all
candor, would not be possible without
the good work of our very professional
staff, and I want to thank them very
deeply; all the veterans are better
served because of the expertise, as well
as the compassion of our staff. I want
to thank them for their work.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of two important bills under
consideration today, both of which are impor-
tant to maintaining our commitment to our na-
tion’s veterans.

The first, the Veterans’ Opportunities Act
makes great strides in improving the benefits
we provide to veterans. Whether they are for
disability or housing or education or burial,
these benefits are but a small token of the
gratitude that we owe them for their service to
our nation. H.R. 801 runs the gamut of these
programs, addressing inadequacies in pen-
sions and transitional programs, education and
work-study programs, and burial and funeral
allowances.

By maintaining good benefits, Mr. Speaker,
we also help our armed services to recruit and
retain the very best. We must never forget that
for all the expensive weaponry and high-tech
gadgetry, the men and women who wear the
uniforms are the backbone of our military.

In that respect, perhaps the most important
provision of this bill is one that makes retro-
active an increase in the maximum annuity
available to servicemembers’ families through
the Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance
(SGLI). Though this increase was signed into
law on November 1, 2000, the effective date
of this increase is not until April 1, 2001. Re-
grettably, for many of our servicemembers and
families—most notably, the 21 National Guard
members killed in a plane crash earlier this
month, the 17 sailors killed in the terrorist
bombing of the U.S.S. Cole, and personnel
lost in training accidents in Hawaii and Ku-
wait—this is too late.

For all these reasons, I urge my colleague
to support H.R. 801. But, I also rise in strong
support, Mr. Speaker, of the second veterans’
bill on the floor today, the Veterans’ Hospital
Emergency Repair Act.

The Veterans’ Health Administration oper-
ates the largest federal health care delivery
system in the country with 172 medical cen-
ters, 409 domiciliaries, 132 nursing homes,
and 829 outpatient clinics. In 1999, these pro-
viders treated 3.6 million veterans.

Just as our veterans have been aging, so
too has the infrastructure this grateful nation

established to care for them. So many of the
hospitals and facilities to which these veterans
must go for care are simply unsafe or clearly
distressed. We must not sacrifice the health
and welfare of our veterans in such facilities.

The Veterans’ Hospital Emergency Repair
Act would complement an ongoing review
within the Veterans’ Health Administration, the
Capital Asset Realignment for Enhanced Serv-
ices (CARES). To borrow a phrase from the
President’s address to Congress last month:
Our veterans health vision should drive our
veterans health budget.

Congress made an informed decision in its
last session to move the veterans’ health sys-
tem into the 21st century by enacting the Vet-
erans’ Millennium Health Care and Benefits
Act. CARES, is a realistic way to determine
how we move from the old system of medicine
that revolved around hospital-based care to
the new which relies upon outpatient and com-
munity-based care without sacrificing quality
and without sinking dollars into infrastructure
that we can reasonably expect to fall by the
wayside. H.R. 811 can help to make that hap-
pen.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Veterans’
Committee Chairman CHRIS SMITH and Rank-
ing Member, LANE EVANS, for their leadership
in moving both H.R. 801 and H.R. 811 to the
floor so quickly. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port both these bills.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, as an original co-
sponsor and strong supporter of H.R. 811, the
Veterans Hospital Emergency Repair Act, I am
pleased that this bill is being considered
today. Like any large organization, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs has many facilities
which, as they age, require periodic repairs to
assure that patients are cared for in an appro-
priate, safe, accessible setting.

Our Nation’s veterans need to be assured
that their care will not be jeopardized because
funds are not available to make necessary
and appropriate emergency repairs. This bill
will provide that assurance.

I thank Chairman SMITH and our Ranking
Democratic Member Mr. EVANS, as well as the
Chairman and Ranking Democratic Member of
the Subcommittee on Health, Mr. MORAN and
Mr. FILNER for this timely bill. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of H.R. 811, Veteran’s
Emergency Hospital. This legislation cures a
shortfall in funding that should have been allo-
cated to veterans last year.

No funding was provided through the appro-
priation process for Veterans Affairs Depart-
ment (VA) major construction in FY 2001, de-
spite Congress having authorized $116 million
for four major projects. This occurred partly
because the appropriators chose to wait for
the VA’s ‘‘Capital Assets Realignment for En-
hanced Services,’’ or CARES initiatives, to de-
liver a plan for alternative uses of un-needed
VA facilities. That plan, however, may take a
number of years to complete. In the mean-
time, the VA is funding its building projects by
using the minor-construction, minor-miscella-
neous and non-recurring maintenance ac-
counts.

H.R. 811 basically authorizes as much as
$250 million in fiscal year 2002 and $300 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2003 to fund various major
medical facility construction projects. The
measure actually authorizes the VA to select
patient care projects for construction and cap
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project costs at $25 million for any single
project, except for seismic corrections. The bill
specifies that the authorized funds should im-
prove, replace, renovate or update facilities,
including research facilities that need to be up-
graded.

The measure also requires the VA to con-
sider recommendations of the department’s
independent board for capital investments in
selecting projects; to permit it to use the Ad-
vance Planning Fund to design projects se-
lected under this bill; and requires the VA and
the General Accounting Office to report to
Congress on projects selected under the new
authority, their purposes and costs, the results
of the authorization process, and rec-
ommendations for changing this authority as
needed.

I urge my colleagues to support the legisla-
tion.

b 1515

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
811, as amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 811, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

f

REPORT OF CORPORATION FOR
PUBLIC BROADCASTING, CAL-
ENDAR YEAR 2000—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce:
To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to section 19(3) of the Pub-
lic Telecommunications Act of 1992
(Public Law 102–356), I transmit here-

with the report of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting covering calendar
year 2000.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 27, 2001.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 4 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 16 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 4 p.m.

f

b 1602

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PETRI) at 4 o’clock and 2
minutes p.m.

f

PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES OF
CERTAIN COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN
THE ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH
CONGRESS

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order at any
time on the legislative day of March 27,
2001, without intervention of any point
of order, to consider House Resolution
84; that the resolution be considered as
read for amendment; that the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on House
Administration now printed in the res-
olution be considered as adopted; and
that the previous question be consid-
ered as ordered on the resolution, as
amended, to adoption, without inter-
vening motion except 1 hour of debate,
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on House
Administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, by direction

of the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, and pursuant to the order of
the House just agreed to, I call up the
resolution (H. Res. 84) providing for the
expenses of certain committees of the
House of Representatives in the One
Hundred Seventh Congress and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the resolution is considered read for
amendment.

The text of House Resolution 84 is as
follows:

H. RES. 84

Resolved,
SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE

HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One

Hundred Seventh Congress, there shall be
paid out of the applicable accounts of the

House of Representatives, in accordance with
this primary expense resolution, not more
than the amount specified in subsection (b)
for the expenses (including the expenses of
all staff salaries) of each committee named
in that subsection.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$10,010,397; Committee on Armed Services,
$10,847,677; Committee on the Budget,
$11,221,912.71; Committee on Education and
the Workforce, $15,590,870; Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, $18,813,475; Committee
on Financial Services, $15,095,429; Committee
on Government Reform, $21,842,000; Com-
mittee on House Administration, $7,859,306;
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, $7,475,073.97; Committee on Inter-
national Relations, $14,495,256; Committee on
the Judiciary, $15,490, 248; Committee on Re-
sources, $11,980,260; Committee on Rules,
$5,370,773; Committee on Science,
$12,254,301.50; Committee on Small Business,
$4,798,783; Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, $2,921,091.20; Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
$16,559,562; Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
$5,273,013; and Committee on Ways and
Means, $16,077,758.
SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2001, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2002.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$4,918,497; Committee on Armed Services,
$5,182,597; Committee on the Budget,
$5,513,304.71; Committee on Education and
the Workforce, $8,137,966; Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, $8,938,911.40; Committee
on Financial Services, $7,568,506; Committee
on Government Reform, $10,692,000; Com-
mittee on House Administration, $3,765,460;
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, $3,660,021.59; Committee on Inter-
national Relations, $7,003,845; Committee on
the Judiciary, $7,595,624; Committee on Re-
sources, $5,804,266; Committee on Rules,
$2,644,509; Committee on Science, $6,000,079;
Committee on Small Business, $2,312,344;
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
$1,383,708; Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, $7,873,320; Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, $2,576,765; and Committee on
Ways and Means, $8,014,668.
SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2002, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2003.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$5,091,900; Committee on Armed Services,
$5,665,080; Committee on the Budget,
$5,708,608; Committee on Education and the
Workforce, $7,452,904; Committee on Energy
and Commerce, $9,874,563.60; Committee on
Financial Services, $7,526,923; Committee on
Government Reform, $11,150,000; Committee
on House Administration, $4,093,846; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
$3,815,052.38; Committee on International Re-
lations, $7,491,411; Committee on the Judici-
ary, $7,894,624; Committee on Resources,
$6,175,994; Committee on Rules, $2,726,264;
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Committee on Science, $6,254,222.50; Com-
mittee on Small Business, $2,486,439; Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct,
$1,537,383.20; Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, $8,686,242; Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, $2,696,248; and Committee
on Ways and Means, $8,063,090.
SEC. 4. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the com-
mittee involved, signed by the chairman of
such committee, and approved in the manner
directed by the Committee on House Admin-
istration.
SEC. 5. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Committee on
House Administration.
SEC. 6. ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.

The Committee on House Administration
shall have authority to make adjustments in
amounts under section 1, if necessary to
comply with an order of the President issued
under section 254 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 or to
conform to any reduction in appropriations
for the purposes of such section 1.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in the resolution is
adopted.

The text of H. Res. 84, as amended, is
as follows:

H. RES. 84
Resolved,

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE
HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One
Hundred Seventh Congress, there shall be paid
out of the applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives, in accordance with this pri-
mary expense resolution, not more than the
amount specified in subsection (b) for the ex-
penses (including the expenses of all staff sala-
ries) of each committee named in that sub-
section.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The commit-
tees and amounts referred to in subsection (a)
are: Committee on Agriculture, $9,607,006; Com-
mittee on Armed Services, $10,872,677; Committee
on the Budget, $11,107,043; Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, $13,573,886; Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, $17,226,770;
Committee on Financial Services, $11,846,231;
Committee on Government Reform, $19,420,233;
Committee on House Administration, $7,418,045;
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence,
$6,955,074; Committee on International Rela-
tions, $12,672,626; Committee on the Judiciary,
$13,166,463; Committee on Resources, $11,601,260;
Committee on Rules, $5,370,773; Committee on
Science, $10,628,041; Committee on Small Busi-
ness, $4,798,783; Committee on Standards of Of-
ficial Conduct, $2,871,091; Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, $14,479,551; Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, $5,142,263; and
Committee on Ways and Means, $14,748,888.
SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided for
in section 1 for each committee named in sub-
section (b), not more than the amount specified
in such subsection shall be available for ex-
penses incurred during the period beginning at
noon on January 3, 2001, and ending imme-
diately before noon on January 3, 2002.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The commit-
tees and amounts referred to in subsection (a)
are: Committee on Agriculture, $4,675,093; Com-
mittee on Armed Services, $5,182,597; Committee
on the Budget, $5,403,522; Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, $7,059,821; Committee
on Energy and Commerce, $8,527,251; Committee
on Financial Services, $5,705,025; Committee on
Government Reform, $9,810,000; Committee on
House Administration, $3,560,662; Permanent Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence, $3,407,986; Com-
mittee on International Relations, $6,202,095;
Committee on the Judiciary, $6,339,902; Com-
mittee on Resources, $5,595,266; Committee on
Rules, $2,644,509; Committee on Science,
$5,172,668; Committee on Small Business,
$2,312,344; Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, $1,358,708; Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, $6,964,664; Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, $2,516,765; and Committee
on Ways and Means, $7,228,481.
SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided for
in section 1 for each committee named in sub-
section (b), not more than the amount specified
in such subsection shall be available for ex-
penses incurred during the period beginning at
noon on January 3, 2002, and ending imme-
diately before noon on January 3, 2003.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The commit-
tees and amounts referred to in subsection (a)
are: Committee on Agriculture, $4,931,913; Com-
mittee on Armed Services, $5,690,080; Committee
on the Budget, $5,703,521; Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, $6,514,065; Committee
on Energy and Commerce, $8,699,519; Committee
on Financial Services, $6,141,206; Committee on
Government Reform, $9,610,233; Committee on
House Administration, $3,857,383; Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, $3,547,088; Com-
mittee on International Relations, $6,470,531;
Committee on the Judiciary, $6,826,561; Com-
mittee on Resources, $6,005,994; Committee on
Rules, $2,726,264; Committee on Science,
$5,455,373; Committee on Small Business,
$2,486,439; Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, $1,512,383; Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, $7,514,887; Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, $2,625,498; and Committee
on Ways and Means, $7,520,407.
SEC. 4. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be made
on vouchers authorized by the committee in-
volved, signed by the chairman of such com-
mittee, and approved in the manner directed by
the Committee on House Administration.
SEC. 5. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolution
shall be expended in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.
SEC. 6. ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.

The Committee on House Administration shall
have authority to make adjustments in amounts
under section 1, if necessary to comply with an
order of the President issued under section 254
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 or to conform to any reduc-
tion in appropriations for the purposes of such
section 1.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring to
the floor today House Resolution 84,
the committee funding resolution for
the 107th Congress. This resolution au-
thorizes $203.5 million for 18 standing
committees of the House and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. It has been carefully crafted to
adequately and responsibly fund com-
mittees, providing them with the
means necessary to support their agen-
das, which is the agenda of the Amer-
ican people.

In their funding requests, commit-
tees requested $223.9 million for the
107th Congress, an increase of $40.5 mil-

lion. This amounted to a 22.1 percent
increase over the 106th authorized lev-
els. Although it is important that com-
mittees have the necessary resources
to support their workloads, it is also
important to ensure we do it in a fis-
cally responsible manner. As a result,
on a bipartisan basis, we have been
able to cut more than 50 percent of the
funds requested by committees from
this resolution. The $20.1 million in-
crease in this resolution, however, is
fiscally responsible. This amount funds
our priorities and is crucial to enacting
the agenda of the U.S. House. It de-
serves the support of our Republican
Members.

The increase also supports five spe-
cial circumstances that exist due to
the changes in committee structures
and jurisdiction, providing for added
staff and funding for the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, the
Committee on Financial Services, the
Committee on International Relations,
and the Committee on Energy and
Commerce. Without these special cir-
cumstances, the overall increase for
the 107th Congress would have been 8.6
percent. The 107th Congress mark is
still lower than the overall funding lev-
els in the 103d Congress.

The resolution also reaches a long-
sought-after goal that allocates one-
third of resources in the committees to
the minority. As a result, this, I feel, is
the fairest allocation of resources to
the minority since the 104th Congress
began.

In the 103d Congress, while still in
the minority, Republicans established
a goal providing the two-thirds/one-
third split as we referred to it for the
committee staff and resources.
Progress was made in each of the last
three Congresses, and I want to give
credit to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), who is now chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, for working towards that goal.
I believe that with this budget we have
reached the goal.

A lot of work went into this, getting
us to this point; and first I would like
to thank a few people, and they would
be first on the agenda the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and
his staff, Scott Palmer and Ted Van
Der Meid, who worked so diligently to
achieve this goal.

We also need to recognize today the
committee chairmen and also the
ranking members, and I know my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), will be
also commenting on that situation; but
we need to, I believe, Mr. Speaker, let
the American people know that in the
House of Representatives, as we talk
about comity and as we talk about bi-
partisan work to have the institution
of the House operate, we need to realize
that these chairmen and ranking mem-
bers work diligently to communicate
with each other and to establish what
we have here today.

Also, I would like to thank the Com-
mittee on House Administration staff:
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Neil Volz, who is a staff director; Chan-
ning Nuss, Maria Robinson, Jeff Jan-
ice, and also Janet Giuliani and Steve
Miller who are sitting here to my left
and behind me. This is their swan song.
They are going to be leaving the com-
mittee; and I do not know if we over-
worked them, Mr. Speaker, but they
are actually going on to the Committee
on Ways and Means with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS). I
do not know if we still have time for an
amendment to strike some money from
the Committee on Ways and Means
budget so we can keep these two indi-
viduals. We can talk about that, I
would say to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). But both of
them have done a tremendous job, as
all members have of this committee,
and the staffs.

I also want to recognize the tremen-
dous job of the ranking minority staff
of the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, Bob Bean and all of the staff
members who worked on a cooperative
basis with our office, with our staff,
with all of their committee ranking
members, as our staff worked with the
chairmen of the committees, to also
produce this resolution today.

I would also note, Mr. Speaker, that
we also have a situation where we
looked at the technology upgrades of
the House, the hearing rooms for the
committees; and the Committee on
House Administration has determined,
in consultation with the Speaker’s of-
fice and with my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), that funds requested for
hearing room upgrades should be re-
moved from the normal committee
funding process. We realize that most
committee hearing rooms are in seri-
ous need of improvement, as many
have not had improvements in decades.
However, it is important there be a
standardized approach from an institu-
tional perspective to ensure that all
upgrades are of a minimal technical
standard, can be maintained by the
House, and provide a base level on
which we can build for the future. So I
also believe this is very responsible in
taking this approach as a committee.

Let me just close by noting two
things: number one, the goal, and since
technology has burst through in this
country, the goal has been to take the
House of Representatives and make
sure that citizens can see their House,
the people’s House, in action in the
committees. We have worked towards
that. When we do that and we use all of
the technology to video stream and to
have hearings on the Internet, to take
it out over the radio waves and, as a re-
sult, it does have an increased work-
load. There is also an attitude amongst
the chairmen of the committees and
the ranking members that they would
like to do hearings, which I think is ad-
mirable. Not everybody can get in a car
or hop in an airplane to come to Wash-
ington, D.C. So with these resources we
feel this will be a tremendous start for
the chairmen and ranking members to

take the people’s House out on the
road, as we would say, and be able to
have citizens from across the country
see hearings in action and be able to
get their input.

Now, the second thing I wanted to
close with is also very, very important
to me personally and I believe the in-
stitution of the House, and that is a
comment I want to make about our
ranking member, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). Achieving a
budget takes cooperation. Getting to
the two-thirds/one-third to make the
House run as it should, it takes co-
operation. It is not a one-way street.
The ranking members of the Com-
mittee on House Administration and
the majority members have given of
their time through this process, each
and every one of them has worked dili-
gently to work with us to produce this.

But I have to publicly give accolades
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) because he did a yeoman’s job
in stepping up to the plate to make
sure that the ranking members of the
committee have the resources. He
worked towards this goal that we had
stated 6 years ago that we wanted to
get to this point today, where we would
be able to present this type of budget.
But I just wanted to publicly point out
that all of the ranking members really
would be impressed if they saw all the
amount of hours that the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and also
his staff put in to make sure that this
is a fair budget. He also worked with us
and our majority members.

So, again, this is a fiscally-sound
budget. It is a budget we can be proud
of here in the U.S. House, and I want to
again thank our staff, the ranking
members, the Speaker, and also the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. I
would like to thank the chairman for
his comments, not only about my
work, but on behalf of the minority
staff regarding the role that they have
played in this.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 84, and I urge my
Democratic colleagues to support it, as
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), has
urged his colleagues to support it. The
process through which this resolution
was developed, and the concern dem-
onstrated by the majority leadership to
meeting the minority’s legitimate
needs, was in my opinion, a very posi-
tive process.

House Resolution 84 goes a long way,
Mr. Speaker, toward achieving the mi-
nority’s longtime goal of controlling
one-third of each committee’s total re-
sources and staff slots. While it does
not reach this goal in every single case,
the ranking minority members of the
19 committees covered by the provi-
sions of this resolution agree that sub-
stantial progress has been made over
the levels of the 106th Congress. They

have expressed to me their confidence
that additional accommodations will
occur over the course of the 107th Con-
gress to deal with any remaining
issues. Even the handful of committees
that had been most visibly deficient in
the past, in meeting the minority’s le-
gitimate needs, have come a long way,
and most have met their target.

In the past, we have had representa-
tions which have appeared to hit the
targets, but which have not. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the
Speaker have been diligent in trying to
make sure that those devices are no
longer used, and I thank them both for
their leadership.

Mr. Speaker, we have approximately
a $1.8 trillion budget that the elected
representatives of this House, and the
elected representatives of the other
body, are charged with overseeing. We
are given the responsibility to ensure
that the funds are spent as they are in-
tended to be spent, and are spent effec-
tively on behalf of the American peo-
ple, whose funds they are. That is a
weighty responsibility. The budget for
this body to carry out that task rep-
resents approximately one ten-thou-
sandth of the dollars spent for the ac-
tivities which we have the responsi-
bility of overseeing. So it is a rel-
atively small amount.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the amount
authorized by this resolution, which is
substantially less than the amount re-
quested by the committees, is never-
theless an amount that will respon-
sibly enable our committees, both the
majority and the minority, to effec-
tively carry out their responsibilities
to the American people.

b 1615

It is not easy to oversee budgets in
the billions of dollars. It requires staff
who are talented, diligent, and con-
scientious. To hire and retain such
staff requires sufficient sums to com-
pete in the marketplace. This budget
allows the committees to do that, so I
am very pleased to support this budget.

I also want to say that the gentleman
from Ohio (Chairman NEY) has done
yeoman’s service on behalf of this in-
stitution—not just his party, and not
just the minority—but on behalf of the
whole institution, in creating an at-
mosphere in which we can come to-
gether, look at a problem, discuss it ra-
tionally, reasonably, and fairly, and
come to a conclusion that I think all of
us can support.

I think the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman NEY) will
redound, both now and in the future, to
the benefit of this institution, and I
thank him for his consideration and his
courage in confronting some who per-
haps did not want to move quite as far
toward the target that had been set.

I also want to thank the Speaker, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT).
He made it very clear that he was com-
mitted to the target of one-third of the
slots and one-third of the resources for
the minority. The gentleman from
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Ohio (Chairman NEY) and the Speaker,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), through their fairness and
leadership helped accomplish this ob-
jective, and have set a powerful exam-
ple.

Seven years ago, Mr. Speaker, when
the majority was in the minority, a
former Member of this body, Pat Rob-
erts, now a member of the other body,
promised, and I quote, ‘‘If lightning
strikes and the sun comes up in the
West and Republicans take over Con-
gress, we are going to do that for you.
You will at least get one-third.’’

Mr. Speaker, with the adoption of
House Resolution 84, it would seem
that something very unusual indeed
has occurred in this body: Lightning
has struck, and the sun has come up in
the West.

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that this
body continues to experience such won-
ders of nature.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

I just wanted to make note, Mr.
Speaker, that we appreciate that if
something would happen and lightning
would strike, it would be fair. Let us
not do that test, though.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST).

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of House Resolution 84, the Omnibus
Committee Funding Resolution.

First of all, I would like to commend
and congratulate the chairman and the
ranking member for the work they
have done in committee to bring for-
ward today what I consider to be a very
fair and responsive funding resolution.

In this budget they have not only
provided sufficient resources to facili-
tate the work of the committees and
the Congress, but they have done so in
a fiscally responsible way.

In this regard, I think it is worth
noting, as the gentleman from Ohio
(Chairman NEY) said, that the budget
for the 107th Congress is still $20 mil-
lion below the spending levels for the
103rd.

I also want to commend the Speaker,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), and the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), for the
long hours they have put in to assure a
more fair and equitable distribution of
resources to the minority. I should say
that the Committee on Agriculture,
which I chair, has long lived by the
two-thirds/one-third rule with respect
to the division of committee funds. I
think this has served our committee
well. I think it serves the interests of
the people we represent well.

I think the fact that today’s resolu-
tion finally achieves this ratio broadly
for all committees is remarkable and
historic, and will ultimately serve this
Congress in the best interests of the
people that we represent and that we
work for.

Again, I thank the chairman and the
ranking member for their hard work on
this resolution, a very responsible reso-
lution. I urge my colleagues to support
overwhelmingly the passage of House
Resolution 84.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), a
member of the Committee on House
Administration and a gentleman who
has worked very hard to accomplish
this result.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, let me
first rise to say that I come from a
background in the Pennsylvania Sen-
ate and General Assembly, I spent 12
years there, where we had something
which was entitled the Bipartisan Man-
agement Committee. The entire man-
agement of the legislature was handled
through the Bipartisan Management
Committee, in which decisions around
funding and committee size and staff
issues were handled in a bipartisan
manner.

Mr. Speaker, I think what has taken
place in the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, under the leadership of
both the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
and the chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY), is as close to that as is
possible here in the Congress in the
sense that there has really been a bi-
partisan effort to figure out what, as a
professional legislative body, is needed
for the various committees to imple-
ment their objectives and responsibil-
ities, and to adequately provide for
that in terms of the overall funding
levels for committees; to also meet a
threshold, a target, if you will, set by
the majority party when it was in the
minority of a one-third provision of re-
sources for a minority party in this
Congress to be able to articulate and
fight for its positions on a variety of
issues. We have accomplished that.

I want to thank not just the chair-
man and the ranking member, I want
to thank some of the people who had to
work a little to get us there, including
someone who I have not often said nice
things about, I guess, on the floor of
the House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform that I
served on for 6 years. His committee
and a number of the other committees,
the Committee on the Judiciary and
others, had to move a little bit so we
could all come here today in support of
this resolution.

I want to thank not just the leader-
ship of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, but I want to thank oth-
ers in the majority who helped move
this Congress to a place that I think
will gain us greater respect from all
who view us.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I want to
say that I hope as this Congress goes
forward, that we will continue to be
prepared to meet the growing needs of
the financial resources that our var-
ious committees will have; that we will
work in terms of improving the com-

mittees and hearing rooms, and doing
whatever else is necessary so that
Members of what all would agree is the
premier lawmaking body in the world
would have the ability to carry out in
a professional way their work; and that
our committees are capable of taking
charge of the great responsibilities we
have as the United States Congress.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE).

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to support this resolution be-
cause this resolution embodies some
real leadership, the leadership to do
the right thing for the House of Rep-
resentatives. As has been noted by the
other speakers, it was necessary to
make some adjustments so that we
could provide the equity and the com-
ity that is necessary between the two
parties. This is something that I think
is very desirable.

This resolution constitutes a respon-
sible reflection of committee Chair re-
quests for the 107th Congress. The com-
mittee Chairs requested a 22-percent
increase in funding over the 106th Con-
gress. The gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man NEY) and the Committee on House
Administration were able to cut that
request in half and still satisfy com-
mittee needs, and still obtain unani-
mous endorsement from all the com-
mittee Chairs and the ranking mem-
bers.

We hear lots of talk about bipartisan-
ship, but this is not only talk, but re-
flects the actions of bipartisanship. I
have always heard for years about the
acrimony in the Committee on House
Administration. As a new member of
it, I must say I have never seen a
smoother process than the one that oc-
curred over this committee funding
issue, with both sides really working
closely together to provide support for
this. I think it is something that is
very commendable, and it stands out
and should serve really as a model for
how we operate.

The funding resolution does provide
or moves us greatly towards the two-
thirds/one-third allocation of resources
between the majority and the minority
parties.

I would especially like to recognize
our Speaker, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HASTERT), for the leadership,
the encouragement he gave us to move
in this direction, as well as the chair-
man, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY), and commend the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) in the mi-
nority in working with us on this.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
resolution, which by all estimates is a
fair, balanced, responsible, and nec-
essary funding blueprint.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) knows, it was our posi-
tion on this side that every ranking
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member of the 19 committees had to be
in a position of being treated fairly for
us to support the resolution. Again,
through the work of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the work of
the ranking members and the chair-
men, we have accomplished that objec-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the ranking member of the
Committee on Financial Institutions,
who worked very closely with the new
chairman, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY), to reach agreement.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 84, the Omnibus
Committee Funding Resolution. I par-
ticularly want to offer my support for
the recommended funding for the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. This
committee is now the second largest
committee of the Congress. It cannot
afford to ignore or inadequately ad-
dress any of its areas of responsibilities
in an increasingly integrated financial
services market. The increase in fund-
ing will help the committee to fulfill
its responsibilities.

I appreciate that the members of the
Committee on House Administration
have to struggle with some difficult
choices between competing demands to
trying to allocate the resources nec-
essary so all committees can do their
jobs. I want to thank them for the ef-
fort they made on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

I want to especially thank and com-
mend the Democratic leadership for its
strong advocacy of and commitment to
the equitable allocation of resources to
our minority. Thanks to their persist-
ence, most ranking members will enjoy
one-third control over staff slots and
funds, with real discretion over these
two areas once the resolution is adopt-
ed.

This one-third/two-thirds ratio for all
committee resources is a minimal and
absolutely essential component of an
equitable distribution of dollars and
staffing. I am pleased that most com-
mittees will finally have that author-
ity.

The full Committee on House Admin-
istration, members of both parties, in-
cluding especially the gentleman from
Ohio (Chairman NEY) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), are to be commended for
crafting such a well-balanced budget
package.

I would urge all my colleagues, par-
ticularly those on my side of the aisle,
to support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I also urge the com-
mittee to do something else. I urge the
committee to exercise the authority it
has to ensure that treatment of ex-
penses for representational duties in
the District of Columbia is no better

but no worse than the treatment given
to State legislators in almost each and
every State, and most especially in
States such as California and New
York.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to applaud the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of House Resolution 84, as amend-
ed, which provides funding for the com-
mittees of the House of Representa-
tives in the first session of the 107th
Congress.

At the outset, I, too, would like to
commend and thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY), chairman of the
Committee on House Administration,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER), the ranking Democratic mem-
ber, and other members of this com-
mittee in guiding a thoughtful and
well-crafted resolution to the House
floor today.

b 1630

The task before them is by no means
an easy one and is often complicated
by the many different committee de-
mands and requirements for resources.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY)
and the Committee on House Adminis-
tration have deliberated long hours to
produce a resolution which strikes a
balance between fiscal belt-tightening
and funding allocation priorities.

In particular, I think I speak for
most Members of the House when I say
we appreciate the unflagging efforts of
both the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY) and the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), as well as the entire Com-
mittee on House Administration in
bringing to the floor today a product
which is predicted to receive wide, bi-
partisan support.

Mr. Speaker, the work of the Com-
mittee on International Relations is as
important to the national interests as
is the work of any department or agen-
cy our committee oversees. The deci-
sions we make with respect to our pol-
icy and involvement towards other
countries are as important as any deci-
sions this Congress makes.

Although, I, of course, wish the Com-
mittee on International Relations had
received its entire request, I believe we
can work within the amount allocated
to us in this resolution and still
achieve a record of accomplishments of
which the Congress and the American
people can be proud.

I wish to take this opportunity to
weigh in a very real problem all Mem-
bers face in the House. I am speaking
about the physical office and meeting
space availability or, rather, unavail-
ability. When I appeared before the
Committee on House Administration
earlier this month, I suggested that
perhaps it is not too visionary to con-

template another office building. The
Senate has three office buildings to
serve the interests of 100 Senators. On
the House side, we have three buildings
that are overutilized to serve the inter-
ests of 435 Members.

Mr. Speaker, I bring this up now so
we might think about remedies for the
very near future.

In closing, I urge the Members of the
House to support H. Res. 84 as reported
from the Committee on House Admin-
istration so the committees of the
House can discharge their responsibil-
ities and get on with the very impor-
tant business we are sent here to do.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, we have one
more speaker on this issue, this resolu-
tion. I want to say 21 years ago, Mr.
Speaker, when I was in the Ohio House,
I had a very young colleague from
Ohio, and he was going off to Congress.
I often wondered what would become of
him. Now we know; he has become
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fi-
nancial Institutions and Consumer
Credit with a lot of new responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY).

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me first
begin by thanking the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY), my good friend and col-
league, for a virtuoso performance on
this. I think probably, at least cer-
tainly in my almost 20 years in the
House, this is the first time I can re-
member that we have had such a great
working relationship between the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), chairman
of the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), my good friend, to
put this package together that satis-
fied just about everybody in what we
wanted to try to accomplish in the way
of committee funding.

From the hearings, where I had an
opportunity to participate, along with
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the ranking member on the
Subcommittee on Financial Institu-
tions and Consumer Credit, to the ef-
forts to make certain that not only
were the chairmen but the ranking
members satisfied with the numbers,
has brought us today on the floor and
on the verge of passing this legislation
by an overwhelming margin.

It is in no small part due to the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY) as well as the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for their dedica-
tion to the work.

I suspect that not any of us got all
that we had asked for, it is rare around
this place that we get everything that
we ask for, but I have to say that I
have not talked to one Member, either
chairman or ranking member, who felt
that they did not get a fair shake from
the Committee on House Administra-
tion, and that ultimately is what
counts.

Mr. Speaker, our committee, as you
know, is a new committee. It is the
second largest committee in the House.
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We have assumed enormous new re-
sponsibilities particularly dealing with
the Wall Street issues of securities and
exchanges, as well as insurance added
on to the traditional banking issues, as
well as the IMF, World Bank, and oth-
ers; but we have a wide range of issues,
and we needed that kind of extra staff
to carry out our functions.

Mr. Speaker, to show my colleagues
how fair this whole process worked out
to be, particularly with the two-thirds,
one-third, we will receive in our com-
mittee nine new staffing slots, five of
which will go to the minority. Clearly,
the gentleman’s efforts have borne
fruit in moving this bipartisan effort
and making certain that the commit-
tees were funded properly and have the
opportunity to do and carry out the
agendas that we have before us.

I have nothing but praise for the
process and particularly for the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the chair-
man, and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), my good friend, for
what they have been able to accom-
plish and bring to the floor today.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I will make
the representation, as I said before,
that all 19 ranking members are going
to support this resolution. They will do
so because we have come together, sat
down at the table, reasoned together
and come up with what we believe to be
a fair resolution.

Like the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
OXLEY) said, it is not perfect from any-
body’s standpoint, but perfect was not
possible. But fair was possible, and it
was achieved. It was achieved because I
think the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, believed it appropriate;
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY),
our chairman, fought hard to achieve
that result.

It was not always easy. There were
obviously some who felt that they did
not like the shift that was being made,
but because of the commitment to fair-
ness of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT) and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY), fairness was achieved.
I appreciate that.

There have been times, obviously,
when on our side of the aisle, some
thought that fairness was not achieved.
We still are concerned about the ratios
on committees. We are concerned from
time to time with the processes that
the Committee on Rules adopts, which
precludes us from, we think, putting
forward our propositions in a fair way.

It is good for the public to know, Mr.
Speaker, that there are more times
than not when we can sit down and
come to agreement, knowing full well
that all of us serve the American peo-
ple, and they expect us to work to-
gether in as positive and productive a
fashion as we can.

The leadership of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the leadership of
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT) have provided the oppor-

tunity for that to occur, and our rank-
ing members have worked hard with
their chairmen to accomplish that ob-
jective.

Mr. Speaker, I think we have done it,
and I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I found in the years
that I have served in office that the
American people have a willingness to
become involved in the energetic give-
and-take of public debate, and that
public debate on behalf of the people of
the country is made in the committees.
The committees are the heart of what
this institution is about.

This is a proposal, a resolution we
can proud of. It is fiscally responsible.
It is, I believe, a good day for not only
the House, but for the American peo-
ple, because the institution of the
House works.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
resolution.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the Omnibus Committee Funding Resolu-
tion. While the resolution does not include the
full request of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, which the Minority supported, it
does recognize the increased workload facing
our Committee. Each of the six subcommittees
has more than a full plate, with issues such as
patient protections, prescription drugs for sen-
iors, and national energy policies, even before
consideration of Administration proposals that
will presumably be forthcoming.

I note that the proposed budget is a signifi-
cant improvement in its treatment of the mi-
nority. Although my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have previously spoken of a
goal of a two-thirds/one-third split between the
Majority and Minority in funding and staff posi-
tions, the Minority on the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce has never received even
that modest allocation. Under this resolution,
however, the minority members, who con-
stitute 49 percent of the House and 45 percent
of the Energy and Commerce Committee, will
finally be allocated one-third of the funding
and staff slots long promised by the majority
party. More importantly, it is my understanding
that an accommodation of the needs of the
Minority has also been reached on the other
Committees as well.

Because of these improvements, I support
this resolution and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. I would note that this resolution is just
a first step in the process; the House will need
to allocate sufficient funds to make good on its
promises. This resolution represents a good
beginning, and I hope it carries over into more
mundane matters, like office space, as well as
into legislation on important policy questions.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Pursuant to the order of the
House of today, the previous question
is ordered on the resolution, as amend-
ed.

The question is on the resolution, as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude therein extraneous material on
H. Res. 84, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 5 p.m.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 38 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 5 p.m.

f

b 1715

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. GIBBONS) at 5 o’clock and
20 minutes p.m.

f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, March 22, 2001 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for a period of debate on
the subject of the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2002.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HOBSON) to assume the chair tem-
porarily.

b 1721

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for a
period of debate on the subject of the
concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2002, with Mr. HOBSON
(Chairman pro tempore) in the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, March 22, 2001, general debate
shall not exceed 3 hours, with 2 hours
confined to the congressional budget,
equally divided and controlled by the
ranking member of the Committee on
the Budget and 1 hour on the subject of
economic goals and policies, equally di-
vided and controlled by the gentleman
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from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the
gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK). The gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) and the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) each will con-
trol 1 hour of debate on the congres-
sional budget.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE).

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is an opportunity
that only comes around every few
years, and that is an opportunity, as
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) suggested at the Committee
on Rules when we met just a little
while ago, to have a watershed budget,
kind of a real opportunity for taking a
fresh look at where we are as a coun-
try; where we are as a Federal Govern-
ment; what are our priorities; what are
our values; what are our principles as
we move forward.

As we look into this century, we have
accomplished so much on this thresh-
old and yet there are so many chal-
lenges that face us, but just to give us
a little bit of a threshold to work from,
let me suggest that, Mr. Chairman, we
are about to debate the fifth straight
balanced budget, and that in and of
itself, I believe, not only is a real treat
but a real accomplishment.

We have built that budget. We have
built that accomplishment in a bipar-
tisan way, Republicans and Democrats
struggling and arguing and sometimes
even fighting to come up with the pri-
orities that shape our country’s future.
We did not do it alone, and we did it to-
gether along the way sometimes; some-
times not. But I think we all have a lot
to be very proud of as we stand on this
threshold and look forward.

Probably the people who deserve the
most credit, as we stand on this thresh-
old, are the people that are watching at
home, balancing their checkbooks
around their kitchen table, making the
decision about where their kids are
going to college, getting that Visa bill
in the mail and going, oh, man, not
again, or finding out that the energy
prices just went up yet again and how
that is going to have to take away
from some of their other priorities.

So as we struggle through that which
we think is so important here in Wash-
ington, D.C., let us be ever mindful of
the kitchen-table conversations that
are going on around America tonight,
and those kitchen-table conversations,
while maybe not having as many zeroes
as the zeroes we are going to talk
about in this particular budget, are
just as important, if not more impor-
tant, to the future of America.

As we build this budget, we build on
a very solid foundation. And we decided
in order to continue that solid founda-
tion far into the future that we had to
adopt six principles that would guide
our deliberation, that would guide the
decision, that would guide the blue-
print as we move forward.

The first is that we would try and
have maximum debt elimination. We as

a country recognize, whether one is a
farmer in Iowa or whether one runs a
small business in upstate New York or
whether one is a senior down in Florida
or South Carolina, balancing their
checkbook and making ends meet they
know that debt can kill them; they
know that running up too much and
having too much indebtedness makes it
pretty difficult for one to make the de-
cisions that face them every day. We as
a country are no different. By building
up a national debt, by not living within
the means of the revenues that we get
from the hard-working Americans
across this country, we have built up
over a number of decades a huge debt
held by the public, and one of the goals
in this budget was to eliminate as
much of that as possible; and we ac-
complish that in this budget.

Over the course of the next 10 years,
we will pay down the most amount of
debt held by the public that this Na-
tion has ever experienced; and, in fact,
by the end of this period of time, we
will pay back all of the debt one can
possibly pay and still be responsible as
a Nation. Sure, there will be a little bit
of debt left over that needs to be car-
ried because it either has not matured
yet or we would have to pay a high
penalty or a high premium in order to
recoup, but the bottom line is that we
will turn over to our children and our
grandkids almost a debt-free nation.

Second, maximum tax relief for
every taxpayer. We want to make sure
that everybody who pays taxes gets a
little bit of tax relief. Why do we do
that? Because we are running a tax sur-
plus. After all the bills are paid, after
all the debt is paid down, after we meet
all of the priorities of a country that
has many, we have a tax surplus that
has been growing. In fact, it has been
growing so large, it is now the largest,
if we look at it with regard to our
economy, our gross domestic product,
it is the largest that we have ever car-
ried as a Nation and we need to reduce
that tax burden for every taxpayer.

There are some other priorities that
we wanted to include in this budget.
First we wanted to improve our edu-
cation for our children. We have elect-
ed a President of the United States
who has demanded that no child in this
country should be left behind, and we
take him up on that offer by con-
tinuing some very large increases in
spending, but also demanding reform
for our Nation’s education system, rec-
ognizing that the soft bigotry of low
expectations within our system, as the
President has dubbed it, is something
that needs to be broken, needs to be
changed and more local control with
high standards needs to be what we
need to usher in in this new education
era.

Next is a stronger national defense.
We live in an ever-changing, ever more
dangerous world, one that cannot be
paid for, cannot be bought, cannot be
invested in without rethinking our na-
tional defense.

The President of the United States,
from that podium right back there,

challenged us and said the money
should not determine the policy but
yet the policy should determine how
much money we spend. He charged Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, the Secretary of De-
fense, with coming forward with a full
review, top to bottom, of our Nation’s
defense, and suggesting that we should
not just put in some extra money be-
cause it sounds good, add some more
money because the industrial defense
complex needs to have that money to
run, to just put in some more money
because we have defense hawks around
here or because it is expected as a Con-
gress in order to add those dollars, but
to say, no, first let us do a top-to-bot-
tom review before we make the deci-
sion about how much money to spend.
And that review is ongoing and we
build that into our budget.

Next is to reform and modernize our
Medicare system. We recognize cer-
tainly coming from a rural area, as I
do, that Medicare is what we depend
on. Health care in rural America is
Medicare. We have a growing and a
very aging population that needs this
reformed and modernized to meet the
new needs of their generation.
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Back in 1965, modern prescription
drugs and other procedures maybe were
not contemplated. They are today, and
our Medicare system needs to provide
for that. That is why in this budget we
provide for prescription-drug mod-
ernization, as well as other moderniza-
tions, so that we can extend the life of
Medicare far beyond its current exist-
ence.

Then finally, a better Social Security
system for our seniors today and for
tomorrow; not just for today, but for
tomorrow, recognizing that in a bipar-
tisan way, Republicans and Democrats
have set aside the entire surplus from
the trust fund of Social Security and
recognizing that while that answers
the question of Social Security today,
it does not answer the question for my
generation or for generations to come.

So in this budget, while we continue
the practice of setting aside the entire
Social Security Trust Fund, putting it
in that lock box, what we also do is we
say, we want reform, we expect reform,
we support the President’s call for re-
form, and we move forward toward re-
form in this budget.

We believe that discretionary spend-
ing overall should be kept in pace with
the economy. So as the President has
suggested, we say that our government
should not grow any faster than the
family budget, should not grow any
faster than the economy as a whole, so
we limit the growth of government to
the rate of inflation; and we believe
that is a responsible way to move for-
ward.

Finally, what we say is that after all
of these priorities, after all of these
goals are met, there is still money left
over. After we pay for education, after
we pay for our national defense, after
we pay for our environment, after we
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pay for Medicare, after we pay for pre-
scription drugs, after we set aside all of
Social Security, after we pay down the
national debt to the lowest point in
over a century, there is still money left
over, and whose money is that? It is
the people who are balancing their
checkbook around their kitchen table
and they deserve a refund, they deserve
their money back, they deserve to
make those decisions that they want to
make for their families and their own
communities. And it is for that reason
that we provide tax relief in this budg-
et.

How does the surplus add up? Well,
because of the projections that the
Congressional Budget Office puts for-
ward, we believe that there will be $5.6
trillion worth of surplus over the next
10 years. What do we propose to do with
that? We propose to pay down the debt
by setting aside all of Social Security.
As we know, when our FICA taxes
come in, they pay for benefits. Those
that are left over usually get rolled
into Treasury notes.

Well, we are able to not only pay
down that debt because we are getting
more surplus; but we are also able to,
as a result of this, set aside for debt
service, for a contingency reserve, and
for Medicare the entire amounts to
allow not only for reform, but for a
rainy day. We have a contingency re-
serve over the course of this next 10
years of $517 billion as a cushion.

We recognize that the projections are
not always very accurate. We believe
these are very reasonable and very con-
servative projections; but we recognize
that it may not hit exactly where we
say, even though over the last 6 years
they have come in larger than ex-
pected. But we still set aside over half
of $1 trillion in addition to Medicare, in
addition to Social Security, in addition
to paying the debt service; and we still
set aside half of $1 trillion to deal with
that which we know is coming in the
future: a farm crisis, a national defense
review that may require additional
spending.

We believe that this is a responsible
budget, one that should be supported
not only by my colleagues, but should
be supported by the American people as
a solid foundation to build upon, but
also one that is flexible enough to deal
with the contingencies and the con-
cerns of the future. We have a good
budget, it is a realistic budget, it is an
enforceable budget. Support the budg-
et.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, some years when we
do the budget it is routine, even incon-
sequential; but some years, as in 1990
when we did the budget summit with
President Bush and again in 1993 when
we did the Clinton budget, and in 1997
when we did the Balanced Budget

Agreement, the budget lays down a
path that we follow for many years to
come. This is such a budget. Because of
what we did in 1990, 1993, and 1997, we
are reaping the consequences of our fis-
cal good behavior. We think we see
enormous surpluses projected at as
much as $5.6 trillion; $2.6 trillion to $2.7
trillion, after we back out Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. So this is a water-
shed budget. We are going to make an
allocation of these surpluses that will
last for at least 10 years and beyond,
and that is why what we are doing has
to be done with great gravity.

The chairman of our committee, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE),
just laid out six principles. Well, let me
compare the difference between us and
them, using his criteria, his six prin-
ciples. He started with debt retirement,
and I heartily agree. The more debt we
can pay down, the better for our chil-
dren and the better for our future, the
better for Social Security and Medi-
care. So what is the scorecard on debt
retirement, debt reduction? Our budg-
et, our resolution on the Democratic
side over 10 years between 2002 and 2011
will reduce the debt held by the public,
Treasury debt held by the public by
$3.681 trillion. Their resolution, the Re-
publican resolution, will reduce that
debt by $2.766 trillion. We win on that
score by $920 billion. Not even close.

Tax relief. The gentleman said we
should give some of the surplus back to
the American people; and we agree,
heartily agree. We have set aside one-
third of the surplus to give it back to
the American people in the form of tax
relief to those taxpayers who need it
the most. But in making room for tax
cuts, we have also left room for other
things that people clearly want: edu-
cation. That was the next on the gen-
tleman’s list. The next criterion by
which to judge the budget resolution
he said was education. Listen to this:
because we made room for other prior-
ities, and were not just fixated on tax
cuts alone, we provide $132.8 billion
over the next 10 years, that much, $133
billion more than the Republican reso-
lution would provide for the education
of our children. There is no compari-
son. It is not even close. We went hands
down on that particular issue.

A stronger national defense. I have
been on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices for all of the time I have served
here, more than 18 years; and I heartily
agree, we need to do more for national
defense, we need to modernize our de-
fenses. We have been living off what we
spent in the 1980s during the 1990s and
now we need to put a little bit more
into defense, so we do it. We have in
our budget resolution $48.2 billion more
for financial defense than they provide.
They provided the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) the opportunity to
supply a different number, but we are
realistically budgeting for defense $115
billion in budget authority over and
above the baseline set by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, which is an in-
flated baseline, a baseline equal to in-

flation. That much more for national
defense. At least for now, we win on
that score as well.

Medicare reform. That was the way it
appeared on the gentleman’s list. If we
look through his budget resolution, the
Republican resolution, we look in vain
for any proposal for Medicare reform.
It is not there. There is a vague pro-
posal about prescription drug benefits
for Medicare; but if we are really abso-
lutely earnest about Medicare, then
one of our chief concerns has to be how
long will its solvent life last so we can
tell older Americans it will be there
when they need it. We will not be cut-
ting it because we cannot extend its
solvent life.

We have drawn a strict principle
here. We want to add prescription-drug
benefits to Medicare; but because we do
not have a huge tax cut, we have a
moderate tax cut, we have the re-
sources, the wherewithal to do that by
using resources from the general fund
of our budget, not by dipping into the
trust fund of Medicare and diminishing
that trust fund and shortening its life,
which is what the Republicans propose
to do. They want to give to Medicare
with one hand and take from it with
the other, so that the result is, they
get a very meager prescription-drug
benefit, mostly for low-income bene-
ficiaries and a shortened solvent life
for Medicare. We extend the life of
Medicare, and we provide a robust $330
billion to provide prescription-drug
coverage under Medicare.

However, my biggest concern about
their budget and the biggest difference
between us and them and the point
that I would close on is just this: I have
been here for 18 years. I came here
when the deficit was just beginning to
mount. We have tried to get our arms
around this terrible thing we call the
deficit and change it; and we finally, fi-
nally, after 18 years, reversed some of
the fiscal mistakes we made in the
early 1980s and put this budget in sur-
plus, surpluses that nobody ever
thought possible. Surely we do not
want to take any action now, now that
we have gotten here, that would put
our budget surplus in jeopardy. But
this is what the Republican resolution
does.

If we want it drawn as a line graph,
here it is to my right. That red line
against the blue background is where
their bottom line would go, what re-
sources are left over. We take the sur-
plus that is available, back out the tax
cuts they propose, back out Social Se-
curity and Medicare, adjust it for
spending increases; and this is the path
that they are plotting for the future.
From 2002 to right here around 2007,
2008, we are skating on thin ice. We are
skating on thin ice. We barely have a
surplus at all. There is no margin for
error, no room for a mistake here.

Let me show my colleagues what
could happen if these robust assump-
tions about the growth of our economy
on which these frothy, blue-sky sur-
pluses are based. Let us assume that
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the growth rate in this country drops
from the assumed rate on which these
surpluses are predicated, from the as-
sumed rate of growth of around 3 per-
cent down to 2.5 percent, a drop of just
one-half of 1 percentage point from 3
percent to 2.5 percent. As we can see,
we go to the red in a hurry. We are
back to borrowing from Social Secu-
rity and Medicare once again. Just a
slight deviation, just a slight mistake,
error, or inaccuracy, and we are well
below the line again.

Having worked here for years, to fi-
nally get to this day where we have a
surplus, I hoped it would give us some
freedom, some freedom for policy ini-
tiatives, for priorities that we have
long deferred, help us pay down the
debt of this country, help us address at
long last the long-term problems of So-
cial Security. That is a path we do not
want to take. It has been too long, too
hard getting to where we are to risk it
all for this kind of projection.

That is why I say, there is a real dif-
ference between the budget resolution
that we present and theirs. It scores
better on every criterion the chairman
just presented. It provides funds for ex-
tending the solvent life of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. They do not. But it
leaves room for other priorities, pre-
scription drugs, education, defense, ag-
riculture which they have not provided
for in their budget. Ours is a better
budget resolution, and I think the de-
bate that is coming up will clearly,
clearly show that.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to engage in a colloquy
with the gentleman from Iowa on
House Concurrent Resolution 83, the
fiscal year 2002 House budget resolu-
tion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
be pleased to engage in a colloquy with
the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, first of all, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and the Com-
mittee on the Budget for bringing this
resolution to the floor.

The intent of this resolution is to
honor the funding guarantees in TEA21
and AIR21 and provides substantial in-
creases for other important transpor-
tation programs, such as the Coast
Guard. It is my understanding that due
to errors in the functional totals that
were provided by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and perhaps other
discrepancies between OMB and CBO,
the Function 400 totals in this resolu-
tion were inadvertently understated.
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I have been assured that a technical
correction will be made in conference
so that the final budget resolution ac-
curately reflects the funding levels
necessary to fully fund highways and
transit under TEA21, and the Federal
Aviation Administration’s operating
capital, and airport grant programs
under AIR21, as well as provide in-
creases for other transportation pro-
grams, such as the Coast Guard.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) if my under-
standing accurately reflects his inten-
tion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alaska is correct. The Of-
fice of Management and Budget’s budg-
et submission contained recently iden-
tified errors in the transportation func-
tion.

Let me assure the gentleman that we
will address these errors in conference,
and that the Function 400 totals will be
fully funded for TEA21 and AIR21, and
provide increased funding for the Coast
Guard.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman very
much.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by offer-
ing my congratulations to the Com-
mittee on the Budget, led by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Chairman NUSSLE),
for the extremely hard work and effi-
cient job they have done in bringing
this budget to the floor which will be
voted on here in the next day or so. We
appreciate very much the work that
has been done and the budget that has
emerged, which I rise to strongly sup-
port.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
Joint Economic Committee, it is cus-
tomary for us to have an hour at this
time or at some point in the budget de-
bate to discuss the effects, or the po-
tential effects, as we see them, of the
pending budget to be voted on on the
economic performance of our country;
and in fact, if we might be so presump-
tuous, since our economy has some-
thing to do with the world economy, on
the effect that the budget and the
spending program that it lays out
would have on the economic perform-
ance of this country and the world dur-
ing the next fiscal year.

I think in order to put this in the
proper perspective, from the perspec-
tive of a citizen of this country, it is
very important to recognize where we
have been and how we got there eco-
nomically over the past number of
years, and then to talk a little bit
about where the economy appears to be
going.

I think it is important to point out,
therefore, that we have done quite well
over the last two decades. As a matter

of fact, we are in the 10th year of an
economic expansion, and yes, the econ-
omy is still expanding, albeit a bit
slower than it was.

I think it is also important to point
out that the 10-year growth period that
we are currently in was preceded by an
economic expansion that lasted 8
years. So there are some good things at
play in the United States economy,
producing first an 8-year period of
growth, followed by a very short 8-
month recession, and a very shallow
one, I might point out, during the last
half of 1990 and the first quarter of 1991,
and then we began to grow once again,
and we have grown through today.

We believe there are some reasons
that happened. First, perhaps, is that
in the early 1980s and in the mid-1980s,
a stage was set in our country by the
reduction of some tax rates which were
brought about during the Reagan ad-
ministration. Because we were able to
build on that platform, if you will, of a
new tax process, a new system, in ef-
fect, of at least lower rates, we were
able to see the progress begin during
the 1980s of building this long-term
economic growth period that we have
seen.

Secondly, it is important to point
out that not everything that affects
the economy happens as a result of ac-
tivities in this room or in the other
body. As a matter of fact, the Congress
had very little to do with the activities
of the Fed, the Federal Reserve, during
the last 12 years or so. Headed up by
our friend, Dr. Greenspan, the Fed took
upon itself a new, or at least a par-
tially new, direction.

In a book that I recently read about
Dr. Greenspan, the introduction to the
book called him ‘‘an anti-inflation
hawk.’’ That is precisely what has
characterized the last 12 years of the
activities of the Fed: The Fed has tar-
geted inflation. As a result of the tar-
geting of inflation, they have brought
inflation down so that interest rates,
the long-term interest rates, are also
relatively low.

So between lower taxes than we have
had historically, lower tax rates than
we have had historically since World
War II, and the lowest rate of inflation
over a sustained period of time in that
same period, we have seen very signifi-
cant economic growth. There are other
factors, but suffice it to say that our
taxing system and our inflationary
rates have been quite low.

However, all good things tend to
come to an end, although this one has
not come to an end quite yet, and we
hope it will not. We do know that the
economic program has begun to
change, and there have been signs of a
slowdown.

Although this slowdown was docu-
mented last December in a JEC study
entitled ‘‘Economic Performance and
Outlook,’’ there seems to be a little
confusion in some quarters about when
the slowdown actually started. A re-
view of the facts demonstrates that the
economic slowdown has been under
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way at least since the middle of last
year.

Recent economic developments are
important, and it is important to un-
derstand that. Because policymakers
cannot afford to be unaware of what
has actually been happening in the
economy, I would like to present some
facts about where we have been.

The best single indicator of the slow-
down is the decline in the rate of eco-
nomic growth in the second half of the
last year. That would be, of course,
2000. This decline in GDP growth was
already evident in numbers released by
the Clinton Commerce Department last
year, and confirmed in subsequent re-
leases.

Real economic growth, as a matter of
fact, during the second quarter of 2000,
was at 5.6 percent. This chart that I
have here next to me shows here in the
second quarter of 2000 we had a very
significant increase to 5.6 percent from
4.8 percent during the first quarter. So
things were really moving along quite
well.

But then as the year progressed and
we got into the third quarter, we can
see here on the chart that the rate of
growth actually dropped from 5.6 per-
cent, which occurred in the second
quarter, to 2.2 percent GDP growth in
the third quarter, and in the fourth
quarter it fell significantly again to 1.1
percent. So we are looking at a rate of
growth today that is much lower than
the rates that we saw early in 2000. As
a matter of fact, we believe that this
demonstrates quite conclusively that
the slowdown actually began during
the third quarter of 2000.

Some components of the economic
slowdown, some additional compo-
nents, are also important. For exam-
ple, a very large portion of the private
economy is accounted for by personal
consumption and investment; that is,
personal investment. The real personal
consumption spending growth, as a
matter of fact, decreased during that
same period of time. It decreased, as a
matter of fact, from over 7 percent
growth in the first quarter of 2000 to
less than 3 percent in the fourth quar-
ter, again demonstrated by the chart
here to my left.

Real private fixed investment growth
also fell, as demonstrated on the next
chart, from 16 percent in the first quar-
ter of 2000 to about zero, to less than
zero, a negative number, by the fourth
quarter of 2000. So here again we see
that during the last half of last year,
things began to happen that some folks
have called a financial meltdown.
Some folks, it has caused some folks to
sell all their equities, as a friend of
mine told me he did yesterday.

So these trends, both in the factors
that I have outlined here as well as in
the stock market, which many Ameri-
cans are watching very closely these
days, have all shown significant de-
clines, which again began during the
second half of 2000.

The economy is therefore in a serious
slowdown that was well under way in

the middle of 2000. As is evident, there
is a great deal of evidence that an eco-
nomic slowdown has been under way
for more than 6 months, and that it has
nothing to do with public officials ac-
knowledging what is shown in official
statistics, most of which had already
been released by the previous adminis-
tration; that is, of course, the Clinton
administration.

While construction and some service-
producing industries have been holding
up fairly well, overall measures of the
economy show a rapid and deep slow-
down.

So I think that perhaps the point
that I want to make to begin this hour
on the Joint Economic Committee
analysis of this budget is that there
has been a slowdown under way for
quite some time.

We have seen, during the last two
decades, almost 18 years of continuous
economic growth, again, separated
only by a short and mild 8-month re-
cession in the second half of 1990 and
the first quarter of 1991. Therefore, we
should be able to learn from what we
have done correctly in the past, and
also learn from what perhaps we have
done incorrectly during that same pe-
riod of time.

Mr. Chairman, a review of the facts is
enough to convince any reasonable per-
son that a sharp economic slowdown
has been under way, and this raises the
obvious question of what the appro-
priate policy response should be.

As I have pointed out before, both
monetary policy and fiscal policy, that
is, tax and spending policy, have been
very tight as the slowdown has un-
folded. Steps have been made by the
Federal Reserve to relax its overly
tight monetary policy, though more is
needed, and then adjustment of tax and
spending policy is also warranted.

The current economic system is gen-
erating large and growing surpluses in
revenue to the Federal Government,
and the tax system is creating a fiscal
drag at the same time on the economy.
Federal revenues as a share of GDP are
at their highest since World War II. Let
me repeat that: Federal revenues as a
share of GDP are at their highest since
World War II.

I believe that, translated into slight-
ly different language, that means that
the American people are paying more
in tax revenues as a share of GDP than
at any time since World War II, and
that, Mr. Chairman, at least in the
view of the chairman of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, creates a drag on
the economy. The high level of Federal
taxes is a hindrance to economic
growth that can and should be allevi-
ated, and I applaud the Bush adminis-
tration for coming forth with this pro-
posal for a $1.6 billion tax cut.

For all the talk about the size of the
tax relief proposal, it amounts to about
6.6 cents on every dollar projected over
the 10-year period. In other words, it is
not a large tax decrease when com-
pared with the total size of the reve-
nues which will be coming in during
that period of time.

The President has proposed and this
budget contains, as we all know, a $1.6
trillion tax relief package. During the
same period of time that this tax relief
package will play out, our total reve-
nues will be $26.6 trillion, so that
amounts to about 6 cents on the dollar
over that period of time, and I believe
very much warranted.

Over the long term, reductions in tax
rates and incentives for personal sav-
ings and investment will boost the
after-tax reward for these activities,
increasing the flow of resources into
production.

b 1800
This will improve economic growth,

at least moderately in the short to in-
termediate run, and the compounding
effects of this improvement over time
will significantly increase economic
and income growth over the long run.

Speedy delivery of the tax relief
could also work to contain the current
slowdown and facilitate a stronger re-
newal of economic growth.

The bottom line is that the Federal
Government has a large tax surplus
that is exacting a disproportionate ad-
ditional cost on the already struggling
taxpayers.

The Federal Government does not
need this extra revenue, and it should
be returned to the taxpayers where it
originated in the first place.

A serious economic slowdown re-
quires a reduction in fiscal drag caused
by this excessive taxation.

The tax system is imposing excessive
additional costs on the economy, and
now is the right time to provide tax re-
lief and reduce this burden on hard-
pressed taxpayers.

We cannot make the economy turn
on a dime, but we can alleviate the
hardship caused by the slowdown and
help build a foundation for stronger re-
covery.

There are those who say that the sur-
plus should not be used for tax relief,
and I believe that that is wrong.

Another important reason to provide
tax relief is that the surplus will be
spent, and I know that the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER), Chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations is
here, and I know what a great job he
has done over the last period of time in
holding down helping to hold down
spending.

But the fact of the matter is that we
know that if that surplus remains, that
that is too much of a temptation for
the forces of this town to resist and,
therefore, provides another compelling
reason for this tax reduction to go in
place.

The basic problem was outlined by
the public choice school of economics
some years ago. When they pointed out
that surpluses just always get spent.
The key problem is that there is an im-
balance in our political system that
leads to a bias towards increased Fed-
eral spending whenever there is a sur-
plus.

The nature of the imbalance is this:
The benefits of increased government
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spending are highly concentrated
among the clients of various special in-
terests groups that operate in our
country and in this town while the
costs of increased government spending
are diffused among all the taxpayers.

In other words, the taxpayers are
only indirectly represented by those of
us in this room, while those who favor
increased spending are represented by
paid lobbyists throughout this town. In
other words, in the legislative process,
the more intense an organized rep-
resentation of special interest groups
in favor of more spending tends to
overwhelm the general interests of tax-
payers scattered throughout the coun-
try. The larger the surplus, my friends,
the more pressure there will be to
spend it.

Why should not we send some of the
taxpayers hard-earned money back to
them, and as we have pointed out on
this chart, it is only 6 cents on the dol-
lar over the period of time.

One of the founders of the public
choice economics won the Nobel Prize
for his development of this and related
explanations of decision-making and
unconstrained legislative bodies, that
of course was Jim Buchanan who is
now at George Mason University ear-
lier at the University of Virginia.

The fundamental truth of this propo-
sition is why so many of us have sup-
ported tax limitation and similar
amendments ultimately based on the
public choice theory.

Without such constraints, the pres-
sures on the Federal Government to
spend are so relentless and well orga-
nized that the outcome is in very little
doubt, and so, we have before us a pro-
posal to reduce the level of taxation on
the American people contained in a
very frugal budget.

It is being spent out of the money
that is left over. After our basic needs
have been met, an increase in this
budget of, I understand, less than 4 per-
cent overall, and still there is room for
a tax cut.

I believe it is essential. When I go on
the street and talk to my friends, they
recognize the responsibility as a Mem-
ber of the House that I have, as we all
have a responsibility to help to provide
Federal policy that makes our econ-
omy grow.

I challenge my friends on either side
of the aisle to go back home having
voted against the budget, which in-
cludes the provisions that are so im-
portant in setting the stage for this tax
decrease.

Mr. Chairman, I challenge any of my
friends to explain that in the light of
the economic conditions that we ap-
pear to be headed for.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). The Chair would note that
the Committee has embarked on the
period of debate specified in the pre-
vious order of the House on the subject

of economic goals and policies, on
which the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SAXTON) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. STARK) each control 30
minutes.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON) consumed 20 minutes of his 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK).

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I hope my estimate
does not turn out like the budget to be
20 minutes.

Are not economics exciting, Mr.
Chairman?

The Joint Economic Committee has
been granted the authority to control
this part of the budget debate, and it
has been a tradition since I guess 1978
when Senator Humphrey and Congress-
man Gus Hawkins first authored the
Full Employment and Balanced
Growth Act.

It is our duty to present the views on
the current stay of the U.S. economy
and provide input into the budget de-
bate before us. Now, this budget is not
one of which those two men would be
proud, and the budget before us today
has the real potential to dismantle the
great strides our economy has made in
the past decade.

I would like to get this economic de-
bate into the terms of my distin-
guished colleague from Iowa, who had
sort of a better grasp of economics,
this kitchen table, now back in Cali-
fornia, where I come from, in San
Lorenzo, California, my in-laws have a
kitchen table. As a matter of fact, it is
the only table they have to eat from in
their house.

They are going to be watching this,
and they are going to figure it out. I
think they are going to say with this
Republican budget, those folks are eat-
ing the filet mignon and why we are
sitting here with our Hamburger Help-
er?

It is kind of interesting. My father-
in-law kind of figured out what our tax
breaks would be under this budget, and
I can tell my colleagues this without
giving away too much detail about
Frank and Mary, they are going to
save $239, all right? Their son-in-law,
that is me, is going to get a tax cut
bigger than their annual income.

They do not think that is very fair,
but it may be because I am their son-
in-law, but I do not think it is very fair
either, because what they are not tell-
ing you in this great economic budget
that 50 percent of all of this tax cut is
going to people who make more than
$200,000 a year.

Congress conveniently put all of us
congressmen into that upper echelon.
We are all going to get an average of
about $28,000 a year tax cut, and our
constituents are going to get probably
less than a thousand bucks. I hope my
colleagues all can go home and talk to
their constituents around the kitchen
table and tell them what you have done
to them and those who pay payroll

taxes are not going to save a nickel on
this budget.

They are going to continue to pay
that old Social Security, that Medicare
tax and not get any relief. While the 1
percent, those who make $900,000 a year
or more average a $46,000 tax cut and
get 43 percent of the benefits, the aver-
age American is not going to get
bupkes.

The distinguished gentleman from
Iowa talked about a watershed budget.
Remember, I did not grow up on a
farm, but I wonder if the watershed is
the one with the half moon carved in
the door, because that may be where
this budget came from. Because my
colleagues talk about a top-to-bottom
review, we could not have enough time,
Mr. Chairman, to get to the middle, all
of this is going to be a top review, be-
cause the bottom and the middle are
not going to get anything.

I would like to go on for a moment to
what concerns people, because I do not
think they believe that this economic
thing is on the level, the average
American is going to get anything. Not
only are they not going to get any-
thing, the rich are going to get their
tax cut out of the Medicare trust fund,
because the Republicans are stealing
the money out of the Medicare trust
fund to give the tax cut to the very
rich.

Boy, is that going to come home in a
few years. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury O’Neill, himself, as he talks about
running Alcoa, he would not accept a
long-range projection for more than 6
quarters.

He would not trust them. He is going
to trust a 10-year projection, which is
really stretching it.

Mr. Chairman, I am feeling pretty
good about this economic projection
right now. Medicare is not going to
have a prescription drug benefit, be-
cause the tax cut that is being adver-
tised as $1.6 trillion is really $3 trillion
dollars. I mean, the Republicans can-
not count.

We have already passed the $958 bil-
lion the committee has. The Com-
mittee on Ways and Means has re-
ported out another $399 billion we are
going to consider that on the floor this
week.

The phase-out of the estate and gift
taxes is going to be $267 billion, for
Bush’s proposal for tax incentive for
charitable contribution $56 million;
education IRAs, $6 million; the pen-
sion, IRAs liberalization $64 million;
Bush’s proposal for permanent exten-
sion research grant $50 million; and on
and on, $2,397 million, and the debt
service costs $556, a grand total of
$2,953 tax cut, and my colleagues are
trying to tell us that is $1.6 trillion.

My colleagues better take their shoes
and socks off when my colleagues try
and get above 10 because the numbers
do not add up.

Then, after raiding the trust fund,
not having any money left for a pre-
scription drug benefit, giving all of this
money to the rich, you from Iowa tell
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us you are willing to waste our seed
corn, because the real economic bene-
fits in our budget should come from
educating our youth so we do not have
to bring in all the foreign workers in
the Silicon Valley because we do not
have enough kids who have had a good
education to handle the computer pro-
gramming and the other things we
have to do.

We should be ashamed of starving our
children from the education they need,
of providing health care to our seniors,
providing health care to the youth in
this country, providing a prescription
drug benefit, all at the benefit of giving
a few huge tax cuts to these extremely
rich Republicans.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues,
please, to vote against this budget. Let
us give a little more Hamburger Helper
out of that filet mignon than we are
giving to the very rich and let us make
some economic sense out of this eco-
nomic Wizard of Oz story.

It does not add up. It helps only a few
rich people. It is a travesty to the fair
American system. It is not fair. It is
not economic, and it is going to break
the country.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire, did the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) yield back all of his
time?

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I re-
served the balance of my time.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire, it is my understanding that we
are to have votes at this time or short-
ly, and a request has been made at this
time to go ahead and take those votes.
My intention at this time would be to
yield back my time; however, if the
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has more speakers and wants to wait
until after the votes, which I under-
stand will end about 7 p.m., then per-
haps we can continue the debate during
the Humphrey-Hawkins part of the de-
bate after 7 p.m.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the Chair intends
to call a vote at this point, and after
the vote, we would continue using the
time that has been allocated to the
Joint Economic Committee, is that it,
and it would be the time of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)?

Mr. Chairman, I have just a few
speakers, and I have some time remain-
ing, and I might as well do it now after
we recognized the speakers, but I would
ask unanimous consent to yield the
balance of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee’s time on the minority to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), the ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget, if that is
agreeable with the gentleman’s side.

Mr. SAXTON. That is fine.
Mr. Chairman, I believe it would be

expeditious on my part at this point to
yield the balance of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee’s time back to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE),

chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, which I do.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the Chair understand that the request
is made on both sides, asking unani-
mous consent to yield back the bal-
ances of their times to the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget, respec-
tively?

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, at the
balance of the speakers we have listed.

b 1815

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). The Chair will entertain that
request at that time.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT) having assumed the chair,
Mr. HOBSON, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the subject of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2002, had come to no resolution
thereon.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on the ap-
proval of the Journal, on agreeing to
House Resolution 84, and then on each
motion to suspend the rules on which
further proceedings were postponed
earlier today in the order in which the
motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Approval of the Journal, de novo;
House Resolution 84, by the yeas and

nays;
H.R. 801, by the yeas and nays; and
H.R. 811, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule 1, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES OF
CERTAIN COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN
THE ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the resolution, House Reso-
lution 84, as amended, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 357, nays 61,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 62]

YEAS—357

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards

Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)

Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)

VerDate 26-MAR-2001 03:20 Mar 28, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27MR7.063 pfrm02 PsN: H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1155March 27, 2001
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner

Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry

Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—61

Andrews
Baird
Barrett
Berkley
Boyd
Brown (OH)
Carson (OK)
Condit
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeMint
Deutsch
Doggett
Dooley
Duncan
Filner
Green (TX)
Harman
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary

Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hulshof
Inslee
Israel
Jones (NC)
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kucinich
Langevin
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Matheson
McCarthy (NY)
Moore
Paul
Peterson (MN)
Phelps

Roemer
Royce
Sanchez
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schiff
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Strickland
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Toomey
Udall (NM)
Waters
Wu

NOT VOTING—14

Ackerman
Baldwin
Becerra
Bonior
Chabot

Deal
Lampson
Moakley
Owens
Rothman

Shaw
Sisisky
Stearns
Udall (CO)

b 1840

Ms. HARMAN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Messrs. LARGENT,
DOOLEY of California, TAYLOR of
Mississippi, LANGEVIN, CONDIT and
HILLEARY changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on the additional motions to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

VETERANS OPPORTUNITIES ACT
OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 801, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 801, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 63]

YEAS—417

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne

Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci

Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)

Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter

Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson

Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Ackerman
Baldwin
Becerra
Bonior
Chabot

Deal
John
Lampson
Moakley
Nussle

Owens
Rothman
Shaw
Sisisky
Stearns

b 1849

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. JOHN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 63,

H.R. 801, the Veterans’ Opportunity Act of
2001, had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’

f

VETERANS HOSPITAL EMERGENCY
REPAIR ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The pending business is the
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question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 811, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 811, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5 -minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 64]

YEAS—417

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings

Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)

Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri

Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)

Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Ackerman
Baldwin
Becerra
Bonior
Chabot

Collins
Deal
Lampson
Moakley
Owens

Rivers
Rothman
Shaw
Sisisky
Stearns

b 1859

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Pursuant to the order of the
House of Thursday, March 22, 2001, and
rule XVIII, the Chair declares the
House in the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
further debate on the subject of the
concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2002.

b 1859

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
further debate on the subject of the
concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2002, with Mrs. BIGGERT
(Chairman pro tempore) in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose ear-
lier today, the following time remained
for debate:

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) has 47 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) has 51 minutes remaining; the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON) has 10 minutes remaining; and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) has 231⁄2 minutes remaining.

The Chair understands that the time
remaining for the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) is to be yielded to
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE).
Without objection, that will be the
order. Therefore, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) has 57 minutes re-
maining.

There was no objection.
Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. STUMP),
the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, for the purpose of a
colloquy.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Chairman, I un-
derstand that the resolution before us
contains a provision that would estab-
lish a reserve fund for fiscal year 2002
that would permit Congress to consider
a possible amended budget request
from the President for additional de-
fense spending.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STUMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Chairman, as
the gentleman knows, the Secretary of
Defense is engaged in a top down stra-
tegic review of the missions, processes
and requirements of the military. I ex-
pect that this review will lead to an
amended budget process for national
defense by the President later this
spring or early summer.

Could the gentleman clarify the proc-
esses by which resources from the stra-
tegic reserve fund would be made avail-
able to support such an amended budg-
et request and how this process would
apply to the annual defense authoriza-
tion legislation?

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, if
the gentleman will again yield, the res-
olution permits the adjustment of the
302(a) allocation aggregates and func-
tional totals to reflect authorization
and appropriations legislation reported
by July 11 of this year if such legisla-
tion exceeds the allocations contained
in this concurrent budget resolution.
The appropriation totals for the re-
ported bills would be adjusted by the
chairman of the Committee on the
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Budget not later than July 25, 2001. The
allocations could be further adjusted
for a conference report considered at a
later date as well.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
gentleman’s clarification that the ad-
justment mechanism in the resolution
would apply for both authorization and
appropriation bills. I remain concerned
that the timelines for reporting legis-
lation and making required adjust-
ments may be unsupportable should
the administration be late in submit-
ting an amended President’s budget by
request fiscal year 2002. In order to pre-
clude such a problem, I ask that the
gentleman work with me and the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, during the conference on the
budget resolution to ensure that full
consideration of the legitimate defense
needs of the Nation is not restricted by
an artificially imposed calendar dead-
line.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, if
the gentleman will further yield, I am
wholeheartedly committed to working
with the distinguished chairmen of
both the Committee on Armed Services
and the Committee on Appropriations
to ensure that the process delineated in
the budget resolution is sufficiently
flexible to give the committees ade-
quate time to consider properly and re-
port out legislation acting on the
President’s amended budget request.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE).

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY), who understands full well,
better than many of us, that the very
richest in this country are getting an
incontrovertibly huge portion of this
budget to the detriment of the average
people in our districts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Madam Chairman, like the gentleman
from California, I ought to be thrilled
about this tax cut, because rich fami-
lies like mine will have even more
money. In fact, I think my dad might
be able to buy an extra boat down at
the Cape; that might be a good thing,
and then we could fit so many more
people that we would like to have down
there.

This is an absolutely incredible budg-
et in that it reverses the age-old pri-
ority of helping working families in
this country. The President claims
that he wants to leave no child behind.
Well, that is not reflected in this budg-
et. This budget, in fact, increases edu-
cation at less of the rate than the num-
ber of students that are going to be en-
rolling in schools, despite the fact that
we have crumbling schools. This budg-
et even makes sure that subsidies are
taken away from 50,000 families on
child care. I mean, I thought we were
family-friendly in this Congress; we
wanted to make sure people could go to
work and have child care.

So this budget has less affordable
housing, fewer child care tax subsidies,
fewer dollars to support our aging and
crumbling schools, fewer dollars for
Medicare and Social Security; and all
the while it gives the top 1 percent
nearly half of the $1.6 trillion tax cut.
I mean, it does not take much more un-
derstanding than that. Half of the tax
cut goes to the top 1 percent of this
country, and who pays for it? All of
these programs. That is who pays for
it.

Madam Chairman, it is said that actions
speak louder than words, and this budget res-
olution is deafening. It fairly shouts that the
single most important thing this government
can do is redirect our national wealth to those
who are already affluent. Not educate our chil-
dren, not provide affordable prescription drugs
to seniors, not save Social Security, not even
give tax relief to the working poor.

This budget is built around a huge tax cut,
and to pay for it, the President would raid
Medicare and send the bill to working Ameri-
cans.

Madam Chairman, this budget resolution
trashes a century-old priority of helping work-
ing class Americans into the economic main-
stream. It would slash the Public Housing
Capital Fund, making affordable housing even
more scarce. It would take child care sub-
sidies away from 50,000 families at a time
when only 10 percent of eligible families are
receiving them in the first place. It suggests
significant cuts to job training programs, mak-
ing it harder for workers to keep up with the
changing economy.

Even on education, which the President
supposedly cares so much about, it dramati-
cally cuts the rate of increase and eliminates
funding to rebuild crumbling buildings. This de-
spite the fact that the Department of Education
anticipates student enrollment to grow by an-
other four and a half million over the next 4
years.

Less affordable housing, fewer child care
subsidies, less job training, inadequate sup-
port for schools, and of course weakened
Medicare and Social Security systems—this is
a budget that will stifle economic opportunity
for tens of millions of Americans in order to
pay for a disastrous tax cut to benefit the very
wealthy. We should be taking advantage of
this era of unprecedented prosperity to update
our social infrastructure for new economic and
demographic realities, not squandering it on a
cart-before-the-horse tax cut that doesn’t help
the people who need it most.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), who as
a physician understands full well the
harm that will be done to the seniors
in this country by the inadequacy of
the prescription benefit that lies in the
Republican budget.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Chair,
during the break I found the symbols of
this budget; I found three walnut shells
and a pea here. If we watch this budget,
we are going to watch these guys play
that old country-fair game of moving it
around.

I want to talk about the numbers, be-
cause we have talked about the prin-
ciples, all the principles; but let us talk
about dollars.

The President says, and we agree,
there is $5.6 trillion in surplus. Now, if
we take away the Social Security and
the Medicare and put it into those
trust funds and leave them there to
deal with Social Security and Medi-
care, we are down to $2.5. We take $3
trillion out with those two issues. Now
we have $2.5 trillion; we can just spend
it any way we want.

So the President says, let us spend
$1.6 trillion on a tax break, let us give
it back to the people. That sounds
good. Everybody in favor of that, all
right. But, let us think a minute.

When we change the tax structure,
we change the whole tax structure.
Right now there are 2 million people
who have to figure their taxes twice
under the AMT. With the President’s
changes, there will be 25 million people
who will get the pleasure of figuring
their taxes twice. If we want to change
that and fix the AMT, it costs $300 bil-
lion. Ah, and, if we spend this 1.6 tril-
lion and do not pay down the debt, we
wind up having to pay another $400 bil-
lion in interest. Now, if we add all of
that up, that leaves $207 billion to deal
with all the needs of this country over
the next 10 years.

The President has said he wants to
give prescription drugs. That is $153
billion. So we are getting down to $60
billion for 10 years, remember; and
then he wants to do something about
defense, maybe $5 billion a year for 10
years. That is 50. So we are down to $10
billion, folks, left to do everything this
country needs. He says he wants to do
something about education. I have to
get my walnut shells out here again be-
cause that man is going to have to
have these to start moving it around.
He says he wants to do something
about conservation, wants to save the
land and the trees and whatever, wants
to deal with crime. But the walnut
shells must have the answer, because
the tax cuts for health care coverage is
another issue. There is no money for
the President to do what he says he is
going to do.

The numbers are right here. All
Americans sitting at the kitchen table,
take it down, $5.6 trillion minus $2.5
trillion, minus $500 billion, we have $3
trillion gone. That only leaves $2.5 tril-
lion. It is not there. Vote against it.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY), who agrees
with the statement from the Alliance
of Retired Americans that the budget
before us could cause Medicare, which
has out-performed conventional com-
mercial health systems over the past
decade, to go into a financial nose dive
and insolvency by the year 2010 or so.

Mr. HINCHEY. Madam Chairman, the
budget resolution we have before us is
essentially perverse. It is so because
the main feature of this budget is a
huge tax cut. Now, that tax cut, as was
explained to us just a few minutes ago,
is much larger than it pretends to be,
or the President pretends it to be.
When that tax cut over 10 years is fully
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implemented, it turns out to be at
least $2.5 trillion. That eats up essen-
tially all of the anticipated surplus
under the rosiest of circumstances over
the next 10 years. That means that
there is nothing left for education,
there is nothing left for health care,
there is nothing left for agriculture,
there is nothing left for disasters.
Every penny which is anticipated to be
in the budget under the rosiest sce-
nario over the next decade is gone. It is
wiped out.

Why would anyone do that? Well, I
think that there is a lesson here by ex-
amining history. This particular Presi-
dent was, for a period of time, the Gov-
ernor of Texas. While he was Governor
of Texas, he inherited a huge surplus
from the previous administration, just
as he has inherited a huge surplus from
the previous Presidential administra-
tion here in Washington.

So, in Texas, he engaged in a huge
tax cut. He thought that that would be
a good thing for the Texas economy.
Well, what is the fact of the matter?
The fact of the matter is now that the
Texas budget is in serious deficit. The
Texas economy is in serious decline.
That is what this President wants to do
to the Nation. When somebody asked
him, well, what are you going to do
about the situation in Texas, while he
was campaigning last year, his re-
sponse to that question was, well, I
hope I am not there to deal with it, and
he was not there to deal with it. But we
and he and the American people will be
there to deal with the perverse con-
sequences of this tax cut if we allow it
to happen.

Now, what about Medicare? The
President says he wants to have a pre-
scription-drug program under Medi-
care, but there is no money for it be-
cause it is all gone, it is eaten up by
his tax cut. So he wants to take money
out of the Medicare trust fund and out
of Social Security. He wants to take
fully $1 trillion out of Social Security
and Medicare over the next 10 years.

Think about what that is going to do
to the security of people who are rely-
ing upon Social Security for at least
some part of their retirement. Think of
what that is going to do to the health
care of aged Americans who are relying
upon Medicare to provide their health
care during their elderly years. He eats
up $1 trillion of Medicare and Social
Security, and that is the effect of this
budget; and that is why it needs to be
defeated.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT), who under-
stands that we could take the $50 bil-
lion a year that we are going to give
away to a few rich Americans in estate
tax relief and fund a decent prescrip-
tion-drug benefit for our seniors with
that same money.

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

b 1915
Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam

Chairman, I do not often come to the

floor to speak on budget matters. I
tend to leave these debates to the so-
called budget experts. But I cannot sit
idly by and let what we have worked so
hard to accomplish be rolled back and
destroyed for political benefit by the
so-called experts, who seem to have
lost touch with old-fashioned common
sense.

Some people have referred to me in
my political career as a liberal, but
there is one very conservative thing
my mama taught me when I was grow-
ing up: We simply do not spend money
that we do not have. Now, my so-called
conservative colleagues seem to be vio-
lating my mama’s commonsense, con-
servative rule.

When I was elected in 1992, the an-
nual budget deficit was approaching
$200 billion per year, and was projected
to grow at over $500 billion per year. If
the projections had turned out to be
correct, the budget deficit for the last
10 years would have been somewhere
between $2 trillion and $5 trillion.
Those projections proved to be woe-
fully incorrect. Instead, the Congres-
sional Budget Office now projects that
we will have a budget surplus of over $5
trillion over the next 10 years.

What is my point? Am I trying to
prove that President Clinton and this
Congress did a great job or worked
some magic to create the surplus? No.
My point is that budget surplus and
projections can be in error, and they
almost always are.

Consider these facts: In January of
2000, the CBO projected that the budget
surplus would be $2.4 trillion less than
they projected that it would be 1 year
later, in January of 2001. They were 75
percent off in their projections. That is
staggering, even compared to the mis-
calculations they made during the 10
years that I have been in Congress.

The CBO itself says that there is a 1
in 20 chance that the Federal budget
will be back in deficit in less than 5
years, even without a tax cut. If we
take out the Social Security surplus,
CBO says there is a 1 in 5 chance that
we will be back in deficit spending.
That is with no tax cut, no prescription
drug benefit, no hurricanes, no torna-
does, no farm emergencies, and even if
we keep the same spending levels, ad-
justing only for inflation.

So what is up with my so-called con-
servative colleagues? They obviously
did not grow up listening to my
mama’s conservative philosophy, but I
think I am going to stick with my
mama’s philosophy: We should not
spend what we do not have. I think
that is still a good philosophy for our
households, and it is also a good philos-
ophy for our country. We should stick
to it and vote against this budget reso-
lution.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the re-
mainder of the time that I control to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Committee on the
Budget.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, I would say I won-
der where the gentleman’s mother was
for the last 40 years when we were
spending all the money that the Demo-
cratic-controlled Congresses were
spending that they did not have.

It is great to quote one’s mother
when it works. I am probably as much
at fault for that as anybody, not listen-
ing to my mother enough. But we
should quote our mothers all the time,
not just some of the time.

What we are going to talk about to-
night, we are going to talk about the
budget that we believe is an important
step towards securing America’s fu-
ture. As we wrote this budget in the
committee, taking the advice of the
President, taking the advice of many
years of budgets, we came up with six
principles that we felt were important
to put into this budget:

No. 1, maximum debt elimination;
No. 2, tax relief for every taxpayer;
No. 3, improved education for our

kids;
No. 4, a stronger national defense;
No. 5, health care and Medicare mod-

ernization with a prescription drug
benefit;

And finally, No. 6, better Social Se-
curity for our seniors.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA) will talk about how we are
going to improve education for our
children.

Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Chairman, for a number of
years we have been taking a look at
the dollars that we spend from Wash-
ington on our children. We have deter-
mined that the most effective way to
spend those dollars is when we em-
power local school officials and parents
to make the decisions for their chil-
dren.

The direction of President Bush’s
education reform agenda and this budg-
et reflect the importance that we place
on parents and local school officials.
The President’s education plan calls
for increased flexibility so as the dol-
lars go to the local level, they can
identify the needs of the particular
children in their schools and match the
needs to the funding that comes from
Washington.

We want to hold States and local
school districts accountable, making
sure that every child is learning. For
those children who are locked into fail-
ing schools, we would provide them
with a way out.

But the budget is about investment.
It is about how we are going to spend
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and how much more we are going to in-
vest in America’s children. The budget
resolution calls for an increase of $4.6
billion, an 11.5 percent increase in pro-
gram spending. We are going to triple
funding and spending on one of our key
priorities, which is making sure that
every child has the opportunity to
learn how to read.

We are going to provide $2.6 billion in
increased spending to make sure that
there is a qualified teacher in the class-
room with all of our children. And as
we ask States to hold schools account-
able for learning, we will provide the
funds to the States to not only develop
the tests, but also to administer the
tests at the local level.

Over the last number of years, we
have identified special education as
one of those major mandates on States
that we never fully funded. We set
aside an additional $1.25 billion to
move towards meeting that commit-
ment of full funding for special edu-
cation.

We increased Pell grant spending by
another $1 billion, so more of our chil-
dren will have an opportunity to access
higher education. In addition, we make
provisions through the Tax Code, set-
ting up educational savings accounts
so more parents and families can pre-
pare for the higher education needs of
their children, but also for the K
through 12 expenditures that they will
incur.

There is a tax deductibility feature
for teachers for classroom expenses.
There will be a full tax exemption for
all qualified prepaid State tuition
plans, and a provision to allow for tax
deductibility for certain features for
school construction.

This is a comprehensive plan of edu-
cation reform. It is a comprehensive
plan for funding education to meet the
priorities of America’s children today
and in the future. We are moving in the
right direction. I encourage my col-
leagues to support this so we do not
leave a single child behind.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, in response to
what has just been said, let me say if
there is a difference between two budg-
ets, it is more distinct on the issue of
education than anywhere else.

While the gentleman claims that
they have increased education between
this year and next year by 11.5 percent,
he can only claim that by claiming
over $2 billion that we have already ap-
propriated in the last Congress for edu-
cation. If we back out that money al-
ready appropriated, the increase is
about 5.6 or 5.7 percent.

If we compare that to last year, the
current year, in 2002, that will pale in
comparison. In 2001, we have an in-
crease of 18 percent for education. Over
the previous 5 years, we have had an
increase averaging 13 percent. What
they are now bringing to the floor as
an education budget pales in compari-
son to what we have done in the recent

past, and it pales in comparison, it is
no comparison, to what we are pre-
senting in our budget resolution.

Our budget resolution will take our
good fortune, the surpluses we have
now, and invest more than $150 billion
above the rate of inflation in edu-
cation, $130 billion in our Democratic
budget resolution for education over
and above what the Republican resolu-
tion provides. So if they say this is a
first criterion, then on that score we
win hands down.

There is another salient difference
between us and them. That is on Social
Security and Medicare. All through the
1990s we have been able to foresee the
day coming when the baby boomers re-
tire, and when they all retire, Social
Security and Medicare, two essential
programs, are going to be stretched,
possibly to the breaking point.

We did not have in the early and mid-
1990s the wherewithal to deal with this
problem. Even when we finally got the
budget in surplus, it still was not big
enough to step up to this huge prob-
lem. But now that we have gotten the
year-to-year deficits out of the way, we
have to face the long-term deficit. We
may be sitting on an island of sur-
pluses right now, but we are sur-
rounded by a sea of debt. That debt
runs into trillions of dollars for bene-
fits promised but not yet provided
Medicare and Social Security bene-
ficiaries in the future.

Given the opportunity, we have got
the obligation to do something about
it, and our budget does something
about it. Our budget will take one-
third of the surplus and transfer it in
equal shares to the Medicare Trust
Fund and the Social Security Trust
Fund, extending the solvency of Social
Security to 2050 and Medicare to 2040.

The Republican budget resolution
does nothing at all for the solvency of
those two systems. In fact, it actually
takes away from the solvent life of the
Medicare system by allowing a new
prescription drug benefit to be de-
ducted from the trust fund, dimin-
ishing the fund available to run the
regular benefits now provided by that
program and shortening its solvent
life.

We add prescription drugs, but for
the additional benefits, we provide ad-
ditional money out of the general sur-
plus of the Treasury.

Madam Chairman, I yield 9 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Let me start by talking about the
resolution that is before us today, the
Bush Republican budget that is before
us today.

I think it is important to note that
this budget, even though it is only for
fiscal year 2002, this is a budget that is
driven by one thing over 10 years, by

this $1.6 trillion tax cut, actually a tax
cut that is growing by leaps and bounds
every day.

The problem with this budget is that
in order to get the tax cut funded and
to meet the $260 billion of additional
spending the President wants, and, in
addition, more spending that the Presi-
dent is going to ask for later, he has to
offset it somewhere.

Where he offsets it, and our col-
leagues, our Republican colleagues on
the Committee on the Budget did that
as well, is they do it through the trust
funds. They do it primarily through
the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund, where they take a large portion
of it to fund their reserve, and in order
to meet the public’s demand for pre-
scription drug coverage, they come up
with a minimal prescription drug plan
that the President campaigned on, the
Helping Hand plan, which will not
solve the problem. We will talk about
that in a second. But in doing so, they
shorten the life span of Medicare, and
it leads to the following conclusions:
either ultimately to cut Medicare ben-
efits, raise payroll taxes, or actually
increase debt when we ought to be de-
creasing debt instead.

b 1930

At the same time, the Bush budget,
which the Republican budget tracks,
would use $500 billion to $600 billion of
Social Security trust fund monies to
privatize Social Security.

We do not know exactly what pri-
vatize means, but we do know any time
you take trust fund monies, monies
that have been obligated to future ben-
efits paid for by FICA taxes, you have
to make up that money. That is money
that is already obligated, and you have
to make it up either through more
debt, higher payroll taxes or reduced
benefits.

Here is what happened with the Re-
publican plan. With the Republican
plan moving at least $150 billion out of
the Medicare trust fund, it shortens
the life span to Medicare. The actu-
aries came out the other day and they
said Medicare now is good till 2029 or
2028, but under the Republican plan be-
fore us tonight, you would actually
shorten it to about 2024. It is moving in
the wrong direction in trying to ensure
Medicare solvency.

On top of that, the Republican plan
as it is would affect Social Security,
and this is what is in the President’s
budget. The actuaries the other day
said the plan would go to about 2038 or
2039, full benefits paid under Social Se-
curity to 2038. Yet under the Presi-
dent’s and the Republican’s plan, it
would shorten the life span of Social
Security to as little as about 2027.

Madam Chairman, I do not think
that that is what the American people
want, given these two very successful
programs. And the problem that we
have today is the Republican budget,
try as it might, the numbers simply do
not add up because with a 10-year budg-
et, the numbers are driven solely by
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trying to fund the tax cut first and
then deal with our obligations to pay
down the debt.

Our obligations are to ensure the sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare,
not just for today’s beneficiaries, but
near-retirees and future beneficiaries
and to find a prescription drug pro-
gram. That is what the American peo-
ple said they wanted in the last elec-
tion.

Madam Chairman, I am going to
switch and yield to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), my col-
league.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Chairman,
I am up here to talk about one issue,
the prescription drug benefit that ev-
erybody says they want from Medicare.
Now, sometimes the Republicans, when
they do budgets, tell the truth.

There are some people who actually
come out and say what it is. A Repub-
lican acknowledged today that the $153
billion that President Bush set aside
would not be enough. Let me quote
him, he said ‘‘everybody knows that
figure is gone. That is what the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN)
said.

He said it was set before the CBO es-
timated last year’s House bill, which
he said has already gone to $200 billion.
The President put $153 billion in the
budget, and the bill we passed last year
was $200 billion.

Now the Republicans know that we
have $392 billion in surplus in the Medi-
care plan. People pay their taxes. Ev-
erybody gets a pay stub that says HI on
it, and that is the Medicare trust fund;
that is we have $392 billion more than
we needed.

The Republicans say, well, we will
keep $239 billion, and we will take $153
billion away and put it into the drug
bill. That is the $153 billion, the Presi-
dent says.

We know last year’s bill was $200 bil-
lion, so we already know they are
going to cheat. They are not going to
give you what they promised last year.
What the Democrats promised is the
other one over here, where we add $330
billion out of the surplus in addition to
what we put into Medicare.

As I said before, this is a shell game.
These walnut shells, you can move
them around, but the fact is this is a
walnut shell. You cannot get two
things out of the same money; and, my
friends, if you are counting on a pre-
scription drug benefit, you better hope
the Democratic bill passes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman,
in North Carolina, we have a district
where we are aging, and we have an
out-migration of young people. What
this means is the fact that we have
larger percentages of older, lower-in-
come people who indeed are paying an
ever-increasing amount for prescrip-
tion drugs. And to that extent, there is
not a Medicare model that can effec-
tively provide those resources in my
district.

We cannot depend on HMOs for insur-
ance for that. So in our district, it
would mean that many of our people
will go without the kind of health care
they need. If, indeed, this budget goes
through, there is very little hope with
the proposed amount of money that is
in the Republican bill that it would be
sufficient to meet the needs of the con-
stituents in my area.

Madam Chairman, there are many
other districts in the United States
that are very similar to my district. So
I think the sensitivity is there. The
people know that prescription drugs is
a number one issue, but in rural Amer-
ica, where there are larger percentages
of lower-income, senior citizens and
the lack of insurance models for pre-
scription drugs, we must depend on the
Medicare model to have it.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for yielding to me.

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to ask the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), the difference between
the Democratic plan and the Repub-
lican plan as I see it is this: The Repub-
lican plan A takes $150 billion to start
out of the Medicare trust fund, thus
shortening the solvency of the trust
fund to pay for its prescription drug
plan. The Democratic plan funds a pre-
scription drug program at an adequate
number and does not deplete it from
the Medicare trust fund thus does not
do anything to shorten the solvency of
Medicare. In fact, we propose extending
the solvency of Medicare.

Madam Chairman, I ask the gen-
tleman from Washington if that would
be correct; and I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Chairman,
what the gentleman is saying is that
the President’s budget says this, and
this is the one he brought up and stood
up here and talked about, that Medi-
care over the next 10 years is going to
be $654 billion short. The Republicans’s
plan puts nothing into that. They put
$153 billion into drugs and another a
bunch of money, they call it mod-
ernization, $239 billion in moderniza-
tion; whatever that means, I do not
know. It does add to the $640 billion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute just to respond
briefly.

Madam Chairman, of course my col-
leagues do not know what moderniza-
tion is because they never proposed it.
I mean it should not be a surprise that
they come out of the floor now and say
they do not know what modernization
is. They do not know what reform
looks like; of course not.

It has been Republicans that have
come to the floor in budget after budg-
et after budget extending the trust
fund, extending the solvency.

When we took control of the Con-
gress just 6 years ago, the trust funds
were going bankrupt. And now my col-
leagues run to the floor and say our
budget might, our budget could, our
budget may, because you have at least

some intellectual integrity to suggest
that at least under our plan we can get
the job done and still be able to provide
the kind of reforms and modernization
that we claim we can under this par-
ticular budget.

Yes, this budget allows for Medicare
modernization. We are proud of that.
The fact that my colleagues want to
come in here and want to scare seniors
about Medicare, I say sadly is not all
that unusual. But I would ask my col-
leagues to please curb your rhetoric,
because my colleagues know full well,
that is not what our budget does.

Madam Chairman, to talk about how
we are going to reduce the national
debt, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER), who
is an outstanding member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Ms. GRANGER. Madam Chairman, I
rise today to speak in support of this
budget resolution. I am especially
pleased that a key aspect of this re-
sponsible budget blueprint is a signifi-
cant reduction of our national debt.

When the Republicans became this
Chamber’s majority in 1995, the Con-
gress had become all too familiar with
running deficit budgets. That year the
deficit was $164 billion. Worse yet, our
publicly held debt was $3.8 trillion.

By the end of the fiscal year 2000,
there were not deficits. In fact, we cele-
brated our third consecutive budget
surplus, an achievement not seen in 50
years. We will have a surplus again this
year, Madam Chairman, and this is a
budget we can be proud of.

This year the government is paying
down the debt by $262 billion. Since
1997, we have set aside $625 billion for
debt repayment. That is a remarkable
achievement and a good starting off
place. But this budget will pay down an
historic $2 trillion of publicly held debt
over the next 10 years.

Why should we pay down the na-
tional debt? One reason is paying off
the debt helps reduce interest rates. If
those interest rates permanently fall
by just 1/100 of a percent, the Federal
Government can save an estimated $300
million per year in interest payments.
Saving that money allows us to focus
on funding the priorities of this Con-
gress.

How does paying down the debt help
the American people? It makes it easi-
er for lending. It helps the average
American get a loan for a purchase of
a car, open a small business or pay
down his credit card debt.

How does it help the American econ-
omy? It encourages more private sector
investment. Instead of buying govern-
ment bonds, that money can be used to
finance long-term private sector
projects, ensuring that we enjoy the
strong economy we know is important.

By paying down $2 trillion, the gov-
ernment’s publicly held debt will de-
cline to just 7 percent of the gross do-
mestic product by the year 2011. Its
lowest level in 80 years.

We are paying down as much debt as
we can as fast as we can. So why do not
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we just eliminate the public debt? Be-
cause the roughly $1 trillion of remain-
ing debt is nonredeemable. It consists
of marketable bonds that will not have
matured, as well as savings bonds and
special bonds for State and local gov-
ernments.

This budget is committed to respon-
sible debt reduction. By refusing to
touch the nonredeemable debt, the gov-
ernment will not pay premiums and
penalties for retiring the debt too fast;
that could cost the American taxpayer
as much as $150 billion.

Madam Chairman, in town hall meet-
ing after town hall meeting, my con-
stituents tell me that they are respon-
sible for providing for their families,
for running their business and planning
for the future for themselves and their
families. Leaving more than $3 trillion
for another Congress, another time is
not only irresponsible, it is unworthy
of us as their elected representatives.

We have an opportunity and an obli-
gation to pay off the maximum amount
of debt that we can responsibly pay,
and that is what is presented in this
budget resolution.

Madam Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to support this budget. Debt re-
duction can be this Congress’ most im-
portant legacy.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman,
there was a mention made before about
privatizing Social Security in our
budget. We do not privatize Social Se-
curity in our budget, and the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire will talk
about that.

Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), who is
vice chairman of the Committee on the
Budget.

(Mr. SUNUNU asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SUNUNU. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), Chairman of our
Committee on the Budget for yielding
the time to me.

Madam Chairman, I think it is im-
portant that we step back. We have
heard a lot of rhetoric here. And as the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE)
pointed out, most of it is designed to
scare people.

I think that is unfortunate, because
we have an historic opportunity to use
record budget surpluses to do the right
thing for the country; to put together a
strong budget; to make the Tax Code
more fair. I think we should step back
and talk about what is in this budget
rather than listening to speculation
and scare tactics.

As the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
GRANGER) indicated, we pay down more
debt over the next 10 years than has
ever been paid down by any country in
the history of the world, over $2 tril-
lion in debt retirement keeping inter-
est rates low.

Of course, we cut taxes. We have
heard a lot of speculation that it will
be a $2.5 trillion dollar tax cut, and it

is very interesting to see Members on
the other side advocating for reform of
AMT, which is not even part of the
President’s proposal.

The reason is because they are put-
ting up a strawman that they might
debate against, when they know full
well the way budgets are written, it al-
lows for $1.6 trillion over the 10-year
period and no more.

We improve education, strengthen
our national defense, and, of course, we
have health care reform, Medicare
modernization. For the first time in
our country’s history, we are creating
a reserve fund to support reforms, mod-
ernizations for Medicare that were de-
signed 35 years ago. Somehow the mi-
nority wants to portray this as being
risky. Suddenly it is risky to set up a
reserve fund, something we have never
done in this country. I think not.

b 1945

Of course, Social Security. Let us
take a close look at how we are dealing
with Social Security in this budget.
First and foremost, we are setting
aside every penny of the Social Secu-
rity surplus, something I am sure my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
will be pleased to know. It will be the
third year in a row that we have done
this.

It is important to reflect on the fact
that it was the House Committee on
the Budget 3 years ago that first pro-
posed the idea of setting aside every
penny of the Social Security surplus.
We protect that surplus. It is shown
very clearly.

We will use much of those revenues
that are coming in to do the right
thing for the taxpayer and retire a
record amount of debt, but we also set
up a reserve account for Social Secu-
rity.

In addition to that reserve for Medi-
care, we set up a reserve for Social Se-
curity in order to pay for a bipartisan
bill, reforms, modernization, initia-
tives that will strengthen that pro-
gram. We do not prejudge what that
fund will or will not be used for. But we
know it will be there when we can get
a bipartisan bill like the Kolbe-Sten-
holm bill that has been introduced or
some other piece of legislation. We
know we will have the funds to
strengthen Social Security.

Is there tax relief in this bill? Yes.
Right here, $1.6 trillion. Not 2, not 2.5,
not 2.8. It is very clearly written in the
budget resolution making the Tax Code
more fair for all Americans.

Even after we do all this, we still
have money left over in a contingency
reserve. That is not risky. It is fair, it
is balanced, and it makes common
sense.

I urge my colleagues to support the
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE) has 431⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) has 501⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Chairman, to
briefly respond to my dear chairman of
the committee, let me say that, when
we talked about Medicare in 1995 when
the Republicans took control of the
House, the first thing they tried to do
was to cut Medicare by $270 billion and
Medicaid by $107 billion to fund their
tax cut. They did not like it in 1965,
they did not like it in 1995, and we are
not sure that they like it right now. We
fought them then, and we stopped them
from doing it; and we helped preserve
the program.

Let me tell the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), one cannot
reserve something that is already obli-
gated for the future. One can only
spend it on what it is obligated for, or
one has to cut to get there.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Chairman, to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), my very
good friend, in 1965, I was 5 years old.
Most of the people here were at least
that age. We were not here in 1965. The
gentleman was not here in 1965. How
old was the gentleman in 1965? My
guess is the gentleman probably was
not much older than me.

My point is very simple, can we back
off of this for just a moment. Both
sides want to protect Social Security.
Both sides want to protect Medicare
and pay down the national debt. Both
sides want to provide tax relief. Can we
at least agree on that, and talk about
real numbers?

If you want to continue to heighten
the rhetoric here tonight, we can go
toe to toe. That is not what the Amer-
ican people are wanting to tune in to
listen to tonight. They want to know
what is in your budget. They want to
know what is in our budget.

Do not try to scare seniors with this.
That is not what this is about. Both
sides, both sides, I say very respect-
fully, want to save Social Security,
Medicare, pay down the debt, and pro-
vide tax relief. We have a little bit of
different approach on all those things.
Let us talk about those little bit dif-
ferent approaches, but quit scaring sen-
iors, telling them we are not setting
aside this or we are dipping into that.
That is not fair. Let us be fair about
this debate.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY). Going back
to the topic of education on which I
think we are clearly superior, who bet-
ter to talk about education than the
gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms.
HOOLEY), who is a public school teach-
er. She in turn will recognize and yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. PRICE), who is a former professor
at Duke, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT), who is a former pro-
fessor of physics at Princeton.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).
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Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam

Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding.

Madam Chairman, the Republican
budget deserves a failing grade on edu-
cation, there is no question about it,
because it only increases funding for
the Department of Education by $2.4
billion. That is 5.7 percent, 5.7 percent
over last year’s levels. That is less
than half the average increase that
Congress has provided for the last 5
years.

Now, to inflate their increase, the
Republicans try to claim credit for
funding that we already provided for
next year. That is not education lead-
ership; that is budget gamesmanship.

Democrats, on the other hand, pro-
vide $4.8 billion more for education
than the Republicans do for next year.
This chart makes the comparison very
clearly. Our budget provides $129 bil-
lion more over the next 10 years. Under
the Democratic budget, our country
will be in a much better position to ad-
dress the challenges we face in edu-
cation like reducing class size, school
construction, recruiting and training
teachers, boosting title I aid for dis-
advantaged students, increasing Pell
Grants for college students, meeting
the Federal Government’s obligations
to special-education funding, expand-
ing Head Start.

There is so much that we need to do.
Education needs to be a priority item
in this budget, and the Democratic
budget resolution provides that pri-
ority.

Let me ask the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT), who has also joined
us here, to discuss how the Democratic
budget addresses what I consider to be
the number one education issue of the
next decade, the teacher shortage. We
are going to need 2.2 million new teach-
ers in this country in the next 10 years,
and I do not think anybody knows
where they are coming from. We need
to be anticipating this need.

I ask the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) where are we on this ques-
tion of the recruitment, retention, and
professional development of teachers?

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me.

Madam Chairman, the Democratic
budget recognizes that, whatever edu-
cation reforms we are talking about,
they will not mean anything unless we
have quality teachers in the classroom.
Does the Republican budget respond to
this need? I would say no.

Over the next 10 years, as the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) points out, we will need 2.2 mil-
lion new teachers. This is a national
problem. It requires national atten-
tion. This is not something that a sin-
gle school district or a single State can
take care of.

Many of these teachers will be called
on to teach science and math. Many

will feel inadequate to do that. We
must find ways to recruit and retain
quality teachers, including math and
science teachers, not only to keep the
attrition rate low, but to ensure that
the classrooms are not overcrowded.

The Democratic budget recognizes
that, when our schools recruit and
train new teachers, they are going to
need modern classrooms as well.

Madam Chairman, I just want to em-
phasize that talking about educational
reform is not good enough. We have to
put something behind it.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, reclaiming my time, we
have got a problem with school con-
struction. Our schools are bursting at
the seams. One cannot go on a school
tour anymore without looking at a
classroom or closet that has been con-
verted to a classroom or students sit-
ting on the floor, radiators,
windowsills because the classroom is
overcrowded.

The Republican budget diverts $1.2
billion in school construction that this
Congress provided last year and then
eliminates construction funds for the
next year. This comes at a time when
we have a crisis in this country. We
have $100 billion worth of projects for
new school construction and renova-
tion.

The Democratic budget provides $4.8
billion more than the Republican budg-
et for education and $129 billion over
the next 10 years. We have said edu-
cation is a priority, and we have put
our money where our mouth is.

Our budget also provides more than
the Republicans for special education,
an issue that is near and dear to my
heart. The Democratic budget moves
our country closer to a promise we
made 26 years ago when we first passed
the Individuals with Disability Edu-
cation Act. We said we would pay 40
percent of the excess cost. Well, we
need to do that. The Democratic budg-
et does that over a 10-year period, add-
ing $1.5 billion each year.

Since coming to Congress, I have vis-
ited every school district, large, small,
rural, urban; and despite their geo-
graphic and economic differences,
every school is struggling to provide
the necessary services to children with
disabilities.

We have a historic opportunity to
meet our Federal commitment to our
local schools. It is time that we keep
the promise that we made 26 years ago
that we invest in education of every
child.

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding to me.

Madam Chairman, speaking of prom-
ises made, probably everyone in this
Chamber remembers that when Can-
didate George W. Bush promised to
raise the maximum Pell Grant award
to $5,100 for freshman, it was welcomed
with great enthusiasm. Well, President

Bush, I am afraid, is not upholding
that promise.

The Republicans in this budget have
fallen $1.5 billion short of the amount
needed to fulfill that promise. The Re-
publicans are only providing enough
funding here to raise the maximum
award by $150; that is, from $3,750 to
$3,900 a year. With $4.8 billion more for
education next year, the Democrats’
budget does far better for that.

For a final thought, let me turn
again to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. HOLT), who, as his bumper
stickers say, is in fact a rocket sci-
entist, and ask him: Is the Republican
budget adequate in terms of critical re-
search funding?

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chairman, this is
also related to education which we will
address shortly. Quite simply, the Re-
publican budget shortchanges sci-
entific research. This is important, not
only for producing the new ideas that
are necessary to power our economy to
lead to productivity growth, but it is
also how we train the future educators
and the future scientists.

The Republican budget holds NSF
flat. It cuts NASA below the level
needed to maintain the current pur-
chasing power. Basic scientific re-
search, which is the backbone of our
economic success, would suffer under
this Republican budget.

The Democratic budget, on the other
hand, looks after these interests. The
Democrats provide $300 million more
than the Republican budget for re-
search and development at NASA,
NSF, the Department of Energy. We
keep our commitment to doubling the
funding for the National Institutes of
Health by 2003.

Our increased commitment as a Na-
tion to scientific research is essential.
This is important for education as well
as for economic benefits to everyone in
this country.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, reclaiming my time, we
need to invest in our future; and we
can do that by investing in education.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) to
speak about our commitment to our
Nation’s defense.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Madam Chair-
man, as my colleagues can see from our
budget, some of our priorities are list-
ed; and one of those is a stronger na-
tional defense. That is one of the rea-
sons that I support the fiscal year 2002
budget resolution.

Not only have the Republicans once
again balanced the budget without dip-
ping into Social Security and Medi-
care, we have met important priorities
that continue to provide for the com-
mitment of our men and women who
are willing to stand in harm’s way to
give us a strong defense.

When I visit the soldiers that are at
Fort Riley and Fort Leavenworth and
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our guardsmen at Forbes Field in my
district, I know we need to do more for
them. They have done a great deal to
defend us. This budget does provide for
that.

After years of neglect and a series of
overdeployments under the previous
administration that left our defenses
stretched thin, the defense budget
faced serious shortfalls. For too long
we made the motto of the military ‘‘do
more with less.’’

Between 1997 and 2001, the Repub-
lican-led Congress added $34.4 billion to
make up for that inadequate funding. I
am proud to say that, with this budget,
the Republican budget, we are adding
another $14.3 billion to fulfill our first
duty under the Constitution, and that
is to provide for the common defense.

Our military personnel deserve the
4.6 pay raise that we are providing for
in this budget. They deserve the $400
million committed to improve military
housing, which is a very big issue for
them, quality of life issues. They de-
serve the $2.6 billion down payment on
the $20 billion technology program to
improve the equipment that they use
when they go out on a mission.

More importantly, they deserve to
know that, when Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld completes his military-wide,
top-to-bottom review, that we stand
ready, in the Republican initiative, not
in the minority’s initiative, that we
will provide the necessary resources
should there be more money needed to
help make sure our troops are best
trained and well equipped.

For those who have already served,
this budget provides $3.9 billion to ex-
pand TriCare benefits for our military
retirees from the age of 65 up, and it
provides another $1.7 billion increase in
veterans’ health care, things that we
have made commitments to that we
are following up on.

Madam Chairman, this is a respon-
sible budget. We are passing the budget
on time. It is a budget that meets the
priorities, as my colleagues can see
from here. It is a budget that allows
room for the appropriate adjustments,
should they come, for unseen emer-
gencies and for reform.

I encourage all of my colleagues, my
friends on the other side as well, to
join me to vote for this resolution.

Madam Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of
the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS).

b 2000

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Madam Chair-
man, our debate tonight is in part a
disagreement as to the size of a tax cut
and what our priorities as a Nation
should be.

Here are the facts: The Congressional
Budget Office projects a $5.6 trillion
Federal surplus over the next 10 years.
Democrats and Republicans have
agreed that we should set aside $3 tril-

lion of that projected surplus that is in
the Social Security and Medicare Trust
Funds. That leaves a projected surplus
of about $2.5 trillion. This projection
was made in January of this year based
on an assumption that the economy
would enjoy a substantial growth rate
in excess of 3 percent annually for the
next 10 years. That assumption is in-
creasingly questionable.

Over a majority of States now are ex-
periencing their own financial difficul-
ties, and last week two major national
financial institutions, Wells Fargo and
Merrill Lynch, significantly lowered
their projections as to our surplus. In
fact, Wells Fargo suggested that the
projection for this year will be 20 per-
cent lower than what the CBO had pro-
jected.

Based on what we believe is a more
conservative approach, the Democratic
budget alternative calls for a tax cut of
approximately $737 billion, roughly
one-third of the projected surplus. This
$737 billion tax cut allows us to direct
$3.7 trillion to pay down the massive
Federal debt, to help keep interest
rates low, and to protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for the retirement of
the baby boomers.

Our $737 billion tax cut, in contrast
to the Republican tax cut, targets tax
cuts to those taxpayers at the bottom
and the middle who are struggling the
most to make ends meet. The Demo-
cratic budget plan provides marriage
penalty relief by providing a standard
deduction for married couples equal to
twice the standard deduction for indi-
viduals. We provide relief from estate
taxes by increasing the estate tax ex-
clusion to $4 million per married cou-
ple; that is, $2 million per individual
immediately, gradually increasing that
exemption to $5 million. Our estate tax
reform would repeal the estate tax for
over two-thirds of the estates that pay
the tax currently.

Our $737 billion tax cut would also
allow tax cuts to be focused on what
Democrats and Republicans ought to
agree is a priority, and that is bol-
stering worker productivity. Let us in-
vest in the education and training of
our citizens, and research and develop-
ment of technology, which is increas-
ingly a powerful tool in the hands of
our skilled workers. Our tax cut can be
used for a permanent research and de-
velopment tax credit, interest-free
bonds for school construction, and pro-
viding greater deductibility to small-
and medium-sized businesses to pur-
chase information technology to enjoy
more productivity in their own busi-
nesses.

In closing, let me caution my col-
leagues, both Republican and Demo-
crat, to be careful with these surplus
projections. If these projected sur-
pluses do not materialize and we have
enacted a massive tax cut, I fear we
will once again be saddled with a mas-
sive Federal debt, and interest rates
will begin to climb again. Let us get
our priorities straight, and let us pass
a responsible tax cut with relief for all
Americans.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), a very distin-
guished member of not only the Com-
mittee on the Budget, but also the
Committee on Ways and Means, who
will talk about tax relief for every tax-
payer.

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) and congratulate him on a
great budget.

I also want to respond a little bit to
some of the points that have been made
tonight. Let me start by saying that
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
have done a good job, I think, in set-
ting out the principles of this budget
and making clear that it does, in fact,
meet our national priorities.

It increases funding for our public
schools, it strengthens our national de-
fense, it protects Medicare and Social
Security in ways that we have never
done before in this Congress. It truly
protects the trust funds.

It does things that I think are nec-
essary in terms of paying back the pub-
lic debt. We just heard the debt talked
about. The fact is this budget retires
more public debt than we have ever
done before as a Congress. In fact, it
pays back all. All of the available pub-
lic debt is going to be paid down under
this budget.

At the end of the day, after all those
priorities are met, after the debt is
paid down, Social Security and Medi-
care protected, our national defense
strengthened, there is still money left
on the table. And that money left on
the table those of us on this side of the
aisle believe very strongly ought to go
back to the hard-working taxpayers
that created every dime of that $5.61
trillion budget surplus.

Is it too much to ask that we allow
folks who paid every dime of that sur-
plus to keep about 28 percent of it, a
little less? That is what we are pro-
posing here tonight. It is about $1.62
trillion that would go back to the folks
who created every dime of that surplus.
We think everyone ought to get that
tax relief. We think every hard-work-
ing taxpayer deserves it.

It is interesting to look at the statis-
tics. We now have the highest rate as a
percentage of our GDP, our economy,
in taxation than we have had in this
country since World War II. In fact, if
we go back before World War II, we will
not find taxes that high. We also have
a faltering economy. We have an econ-
omy that could use a tax cut to boost
economic growth and keep us from
going into a recession.

We also need to do some stuff in
terms of addressing concerns in our
Tax Code. We need to simplify our code
and make it fair. These are all things
we can do under the budget allocation
we have set aside here for tax relief.

I have heard some of my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle tonight
attack the budget with regard to the
tax side, saying it is only tax cuts for
the rich. We are going to hear that a
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lot. But let us be clear: This debate to-
night is not over what kind of tax cut
we have or do not have, it is over how
much money is left available in the
budget for tax cuts. This Congress can
then work its will on that. But I want
to address that criticism because it is
wrong.

If we look at the proposals that have
come from the President, the proposals
that have come out of the Committee
on Ways and Means, those that are
likely to come to the floor even later
this week, we will see that, in fact, the
tax relief we are talking about makes
the code fair. It makes the code more
progressive, not less progressive. In
fact, the wealthiest Americans will pay
a higher burden of the taxes in this
country, not a lower burden, if we are
to pass proposals that have been before
the Committee on Ways and Means and
that have been proposed by President
Bush.

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple. A family making $35,000 a year,
under the proposals we have seen from
President Bush and reported out of the
Committee on Ways and Means, would
pay no taxes; 100 percent tax cuts.
Those making $35,000 a year, families
with two kids would pay no Federal in-
come taxes at all. Those making $50,000
a year would get about a 50 percent
Federal income tax cut. Those making
over $75,000 would get about a 25 per-
cent tax cut. This is something that I
think we need to address tonight. If
you look at the Bush proposals and the
Committee on Ways and Means pro-
posals, in fact the Tax Code will be-
come more progressive. Taxpayers at
the higher end will pay a higher burden
of the total taxation than they do
today.

Madam Chairman, I want to say that
the chairman of the Committee on
Budget has done a great job with this.
This budget is fair. What is set aside
for tax relief is certainly fair. It allows
us to double the child credit, it allows
us to eliminate the marriage penalty,
it allows us to get rid of the death tax
and let every American save more for
their own retirement.

We have a lot of priorities to address
in this Congress, and we do it in this
budget. Those priorities ought to make
sure that hard-working Americans who
created every dime of that surplus get
to keep a little more of their hard-
earned money. This tax relief makes a
lot of sense right now for our economy
and for the American taxpayer, the
families. It also makes a lot of sense
for our government.

I urge my colleagues to support this
budget and let Americans keep more of
what they earn.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to yield 7 min-
utes, for purposes of control, to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON) to address the agricul-
tural aspects of our budget resolution.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Without objection, the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) will control 7 minutes.

There was no objection.
Ms. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, the Republican
budget presented here tonight does not
reflect the challenges and difficulties
of our American farmers. In fact, it de-
liberately avoids it. The American
farmers are in crisis. When we think of
natural disasters here at home, the un-
fair markets abroad, and energy costs
stemming from more of the geo-
political forces than from agricultural
foundations, these all put the Amer-
ican farm and the entire fabric of rural
America at risk. The response to this
budget is nil. In this case, inaction
speaks for itself. What it says to the
American farmers is that while many
love to pay lip service, that is what we
would rather do than provide assist-
ance to farmers.

The House Committee on Agriculture
has been hearing from many different
farm groups lately, and they have been
practically unanimous in one belief,
that we must be realistic about the
level of support necessary to keep the
American family farmer in business.
They have urged the Committee on Ag-
riculture to work to locate an addi-
tional $9 billion for farm relief for this
year. My amendment in the Committee
on Budget would have done that, plus
it would provided $4 billion through the
year 2011.

The Democratic alternative provides
$46 billion increase to the baseline
budget to meet emergencies. That
would be $8 billion for year 2002 and $4
billion throughout. Supporting farmers
that have supported this Nation for so
long is not a matter of politics, but a
commitment from both the Democrat
and Republican Parties to the Amer-
ican farmer.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST) and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
have made it clear that we need to in-
crease economic support for farmers. In
our recent markup I raised this issue,
as well as I have raised it in the Com-
mittee on Rules today. I was dis-
appointed that the amendment failed
on a partisan vote because I truly be-
lieve that the concern of my Repub-
lican colleagues for American farmers
indeed is genuine. I know that many of
my colleagues in the majority will say
that we do not need the increase to the
budget because we indeed have the ex-
istence of a contingency fund. I re-
spectfully say to them this is bad pol-
icy, bad policy for farmers and shaky
fiscal ground on which to develop a
budget.

Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM), the ranking member of the
Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) for yielding
me this time, and the gentlewoman is
totally correct to raise the question
about the adequacy of the reserve fund.

The resolution before us provides for
a strategic reserve fund for agriculture,
defense and other appropriate legisla-
tion. In addition, the contingency fund
has other reserves for additional pre-
scription drug spending, special edu-
cation and emergencies.

The contingency fund approximates
the on-budget surplus, which is $750 bil-
lion for 10 years. To preserve Medicare,
this fund is partitioned into a Medicare
contingency fund of about $240 billion
and a general contingency fund of
about $515 billion. It is at this point
that the year-by-year amounts avail-
able for agriculture, defense, veterans,
education, health care and other prior-
ities become more critical.

Although there appears to be ample
resources for the $515 billion over 10
years, in reality there is little room to
accommodate additional resources for
agriculture. In fiscal year 2005 and 2006,
the general contingency fund has only
$12 billion and $15 billion available.
These amounts are barely sufficient to
cover the $12 billion requested by agri-
cultural groups as was stated, not to
mention additional defense and other
appropriate spending. Increased de-
fense expenditures, additional prescrip-
tion drug coverage and additional tax
proposals severely limit funding be-
yond 2005.

Let me say, Madam Chairman, this
budget resolution as it pertains to agri-
culture literally bets the farm and
ranch after this year that the projected
surpluses are going to materialize.

Madam Chairman, I would urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
look at the Democratic substitute and
the Blue Dog budget to see what is
really going to be necessary for agri-
culture and to vote for that. If Mem-
bers vote for the resolution before us,
you are literally betting the farm and
ranch on a shaky projected surplus.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), who cares
about water and the black farmers.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
Madam Chairman, I thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina very much
for yielding.

Like my colleague from Texas, I am
concerned about the plight of the farm-
er here in America. Under the Repub-
lican plan, there is no contingency plan
for the $27 billion that we have had to
earmark for emergency funding. In ad-
dition to that, the Republican budget
resolution eliminates field offices for
the Department of Agriculture. Those
of us who live in rural America under-
stand that our people need to be able to
go to the offices within a reasonable
period of time in a reasonable area.

Also the water and infrastructure
needs. Many of us represent areas that
do not have running water and sewer.
Under this Republican budget, the
problem of water and sewer in our
rural areas is not adequately ad-
dressed. So we encourage Members to
look at the Democratic alternative and
support that for the people of America.
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, I

thank the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. THOMPSON) for his comments.

Madam Chairman, I yield my remain-
ing time to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, our farmers once again are
facing a crisis as they have in the last
3 years. Our farmers are facing a reces-
sion, record low prices and rising en-
ergy costs. We have the opportunity
during the budget markup to show
some leadership and commitment to
our farmers.

b 2015

However, this committee dropped the
ball. Over the past 3 years, Congress
has appropriated emergency funds for
our farmers to the tune of $27 billion.
We already know we are going to have
to provide emergency assistance once
again. But where is it in the budget? It
is not there. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. COMBEST), the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, testified
before the Committee on the Budget,
and I quote, ‘‘We recommend that rath-
er than providing additional assistance
on an emergency ad hoc basis the budg-
et allocation for agriculture needs to
be permanently increased.’’

This budget has left agriculture to
compete with what is left of the sur-
plus and to depend on supplemental
emergency assistance. This is not how
the farmers of this country deserve to
be treated.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute for a brief re-
sponse.

Madam Chairman, first of all, I ap-
preciate the tone of the gentlewoman’s
comments. We do have a slight dis-
agreement on how we are going to
achieve this goal, but it is a goal that
is shared on both sides. As I say, I ap-
preciate the tone in which the gentle-
woman made her presentation and I
hope that we can continue that tonight
because there are, I think, shared goals
even though there are differences of
opinion on how to reach those goals.

I would just report to the gentle-
woman that the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation has recently today
sent me a letter endorsing our budget,
H. Con. Res. 83, which is the Repub-
lican budget, but again there is much
work that we are going to have to do in
agriculture and a number of other
areas, and we share that workload and
hopefully can continue to do it in a bi-
partisan way.

Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
KIRK), a new member to the Committee
on the Budget, to discuss our commit-
ment to Medicare and reforming Medi-
care and modernization with a pre-
scription drug benefit.

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Madam Chairman, this
budget is based on really three key
principles of economic growth, fiscal

responsibility and protecting those
most in need.

We all know the economy has soured.
In my own congressional district, Mo-
torola has laid off employees, Outboard
Marine has gone bankrupt and so has
Montgomery Ward. We know that the
best education program and the best
health care program and the best So-
cial Security program is parents with a
job. This budget does that.

This budget also pays down debt, $2
trillion in debt, leaving us at a level of
debt not seen since the Wilson adminis-
tration in 1917.

This budget also protects those most
in need. We increase funding for special
education, move towards our goal of
doubling the National Institutes of
Health and lay the groundwork for sav-
ing Social Security and Medicare; sav-
ing Social Security and Medicare. Our
seniors know that Social Security and
Medicare are in trouble over the long-
term and even the charts of the other
party show that very clearly, with a
precipitous drop around 2015. Our sen-
iors know that we will go from 30 mil-
lion collecting a Medicare benefit and
Social Security to 90 million as the
baby-boom generation retires. They
know that Medicare has an $11 trillion
unfunded liability; that Social Secu-
rity has a $9 trillion unfunded liability,
and the way out of this is bipartisan
Medicare modernization and reform.

President Bush put his hand out dur-
ing his speech to the Nation on this,
and it is incumbent upon us to make
that happen. We know that the Medi-
care part A fund is solid for the next
couple of years, but part B, the part
that goes to pay for doctors, is already
in debt. For us, I believe the key prin-
ciple we should abide by is that health
care offered to Medicare seniors should
be as good as that offered a Congress-
man.

That is the principle upon which we
must make our decisions on this budg-
et.

This budget restarts our economy,
making sure that parents have a job
and can provide health care. This budg-
et pays down debt and this budget
leaves a foundation for bipartisan
Medicare reform.

Now my hat goes off to the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, the
gentleman from Iowa (Chairman
NUSSLE), who has really hit the ground
running with this document. I really
have to commend our ranking minority
member, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), who is the epit-
ome of dignity in this process. It is in
that spirit that we have to take on the
Medicare challenge. When one looks at
the number of people who will retire in
the coming years, as our baby-boom
generation passes from their working
years, we need to join together to
make sure that we have Medicare mod-
ernization that offers a prescription
drug benefit, that offers a choice of
doctors and that controls spending.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for his kind compliment, and I
pick up on something he said. He said
that among the principles of both
budgets is the commitment to pro-
tecting those in need. In light of that,
I would like to point out that our budg-
et resolution makes provision for $18
billion for low-income assistance pro-
grams and another $70 billion to en-
hance and improve access for working
families to health care that they do
not have because they are not fortu-
nate to work for an employer who pro-
vides coverage.

Madam Chairman, I yield 6 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CAPUANO), the former mayor of
Summerville, Massachusetts, to talk
about this aspect of our budget.

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chairman,
before I talk about that issue I need to
go back to the chart we just saw and
we have seen already three times to-
night by my count, is the six items
that the other side is trying to deal
with.

I actually agree with everything on
that chart, but I want to talk about
them for a minute. We talk about max-
imum debt elimination. I agree, we all
want to do that. Surprisingly enough,
the Democratic proposal does more.

We want to improve education. We
all agree on that. Surprisingly enough,
the Democratic proposal does more.

We want to have a stronger national
defense. My goodness, surprisingly
enough, the Democratic proposal does
more.

We want to modernize and stabilize
Medicare and Social Security. Again,
surprisingly, the Democratic budget
does more.

The only thing we do not do more on
is tax cuts, but we are being criticized
tonight as somehow being against tax
cuts because we are only proposing $800
billion in tax cuts, roughly half of what
the other side is proposing. The ques-
tion is, what do we do with the remain-
der?

What we do is what I am about to
talk about. We do more Medicare, de-
fense, all the things we just talked
about. We also do more research, more
housing, more LIHEAP, more environ-
ment, more justice and more agri-
culture.

To talk about the vulnerable people
we are going to help, because I actually
think that it is not a bad thing, I can
talk about adoption services; I talk
about day care services; I can talk
about services for people with disabil-
ities, home-based services for the elder-
ly, including Meals on Wheels, which
we do more by. But I want to talk
about one issue in particular, and that
is housing, because it is so important
to people in my district and in many
parts across this country.

America used to believe that safe, af-
fordable housing was a basic necessity
and almost a right for all Americans.
For years, for years, this government
stood up and helped people attain
homes. No one here complains when
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the mortgage rates drop, and that is a
de facto, quasi governmental agency.
Everyone here jumps up to protect the
mortgage deduction in the Tax Code.
We all do that because we know how
important it is.

No matter what we do, no matter
what we have done, not every Amer-
ican can afford to buy a home. I am not
talking about the lazy takers amongst
us. We all know there are some. We
know that. That is not who I am talk-
ing about. I am talking about people
who have played by the rules. They
have gotten all the education they can
get. They work hard every single day.
They try to put money aside, but when
they are faced with incredibly sky-
rocketing rents in many places across
this country, paying back their college
loan, buying a car, buying insurance
for that automobile, trying to raise a
family, when they are faced with all of
that it is very, very difficult for many
Americans to put aside money for a
down payment.

As a matter of fact, five and a half
million Americans today pay more
than 50 percent of their income for
housing costs. More than 50 percent of
their housing costs represent their in-
come. That is incredible. It is much
more, much more an important part of
their daily lives than their tax liabil-
ity, because simply put most of those
Americans do not have much tax liabil-
ity. They do have rental costs. They do
have mortgage costs, if they can afford
it.

The President’s budget, the budget
we have before us, the Republican
budget before us, cuts almost every
single housing program we have. They
cut $700 million from capital improve-
ments for public housing. They com-
pletely eliminate $310 million for the
drug elimination program. They com-
pletely eliminate a meager $25 million
for the rural housing and economic de-
velopment program. Never mind those
$5.4 million, never mind the three mil-
lion people who live in public housing.
Of those three million, one million of
them are children; they are children.
Five hundred thousand are seniors. An-
other 300,000 are veterans. We just do
not care. That is why the Democratic
proposal puts that money back, and if
all the money we are trying to put
back into housing alone is totaled up,
it totals out to a grand total of 1.5 per-
cent of the tax cut. That is 11⁄2 pennies
out of every dollar proposed for their
tax cut. That is why we are standing
here trying to help the most vulnerable
people amongst us. The money is short
when one is comparing it to the tax
cuts that we are trying to give today
for people who already have housing,
who already have fuel, who already
have food.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAPUANO. I yield to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CAPUANO) for yielding.

Madam Chairman, I am delighted he
is bringing up the issue of vulner-
ability, and I want to speak about the
vulnerability of many of the people
who indeed need food. There are many
who would have us to believe that the
strength of the economy in the past 10
years has largely eliminated poverty
from our midst and that we are now
living in the good life for all who desire
to quickly reach out and grab it. How-
ever, to those who believe there is no
economic hardship in this country, I
would invite them to let the scales fall
from their eyes.

As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Department Operations,
Oversight, Nutrition and Forestry, I
know personally about the food stamp
and indeed I want to make sure that
other people know there is a need for
not only revising but increasing it.

Madam Chairman, I support my col-
league because he recognizes the very
real hardship people have in providing
housing, and I want to emphasize in-
deed the percentage of working fami-
lies now receiving food stamps, who are
lower income, does not represent the
low-income people. In fact, we have
dropped in the percentage of participa-
tion in food stamps far greater than we
have reduced poverty. So some of us
feel that those of us who are enjoying
the good life should also make provi-
sions for those who are vulnerable. I
for one want to stand up and speak
about food stamp reform and support
those who do.

In the Democratic alternative, there
is $350 million more for food stamps
this year. So that represents an in-
creased amount of opportunity for
working families who are lower income
to participate in that.

I know my time is short, but I just
want to say very briefly we put such a
hardship on very poor people. Guess
what? We cause all of this headache for
food stamp applications, and if I want-
ed a home I only had to do this.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. BROWN), a distin-
guished new member of the Committee
on the Budget, to talk about paying
down our publicly held debt and our
commitment to our Nation’s veterans
in this budget.

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I commend the
chairman for a great budget. Having
chaired the Committee on Ways and
Means for South Carolina, I recognize
the extreme pressures that the gen-
tleman is under as we try to formulate
a budget that would meet the needs of
this great Nation and also return back
to the taxpayers their due return that
they so patiently waited for for so
long.

As we campaigned across the land,
one of the items that concerned most
of the constituents was the ever-in-
creasing debt. I am grateful, Madam
Chairman, that that was one of the
first items we addressed, is paying
down the debt. Congress has paid down

some $625 million in public debt since
the Republicans took majority control
of the House and the Senate.

b 2030
For 40 years, debt was racked up as

far as the eyes could see under deficit
spending. Paying down $625 billion is
only the beginning. The budget pays
down $2.3 trillion more dollars in pub-
lic debt over the next 10 years. Paying
down the debt will mean better inter-
est rates for all Americans, and the
citizens of the First Congressional Dis-
trict. Just think how much more pur-
chasing power we would have if college
and university loans were at a lower
interest rate. The same goes for a
mortgage for a house or financing a
family car. Lower interest rates will
help all Americans.

In 2002, we will eliminate some $213
billion in debt. In 5 years, we will be up
to $1.2 trillion; and in 10 years, some
$2.34 trillion.

The work is far from over. As we
heard tonight from both sides, there
are additional items that could be
funded if the will was to do so.

This budget, thanks to President
Bush, has made it clear that the Fed-
eral Government’s growth rate should
be no larger than 4 percent per year.
This is larger than the rate of infla-
tion; it is larger than the rate of most
people’s wages increase.

I think we can continue to fund im-
portant priorities. The budget assumes
a $1.7 billion increase in discretionary
budget for our veterans over the fiscal
year 2001 level, and a $3.9 billion in-
crease in mandatory spending for vet-
erans. This would accommodate a big
increase in educational benefits under
the Montgomery GI Bill.

Madam Chairman, the average Amer-
ican family knows how to balance its
budget. The Federal Government is
catching up to the Joneses. Things are
looking up for the great business that
is conducted in Washington, and all of
us will benefit from these prudent deci-
sions to restore fiscal sanity and pay
off our bills.

Madam Chairman, I am grateful to be
part of this committee.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, be-
fore yielding to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN), I yield myself
such time as I may consume to say by
explanation that the $5.6 trillion sur-
plus from which we are both working is
a projection of the Congressional Budg-
et Office; and in making that projec-
tion, they assume that discretionary
spending, the money that we appro-
priate annually every year, will be in-
creased each year by the rate of infla-
tion.

In light of that, we have provided for
defense, national defense, which con-
sists of more than half of the so-called
discretionary spending budget. We have
provided realistically in our budget
resolution $115 billion over 10 years to
pay for the modernization of our na-
tional defenses and for increased pay
for our personnel to improve recruit-
ment and retention and for military
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housing and other quality-of-life ad-
vantages that they justly deserve. That
is in budget authority, $48 billion more,
than is provided in the Republicans’
budget resolution. So it is a significant
amount of money. Whether it is enough
or not, only the future will tell, but no-
body can deny that $115 billion over in-
flation is a substantial plus-up for the
defense budget.

Madam Chairman, to discuss further
the defense budget, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), who represents, among other
things, I believe, the Pentagon.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam
Chairman, I certainly applaud the lead-
ership that has been demonstrated by
the gentleman from South Carolina. He
is extraordinarily knowledgeable on
defense authorization, as well as our
priorities for this budget resolution.
That is why I oppose this budget reso-
lution, because it makes deep tax cuts
at the expense of critically needed pro-
grams.

Let me focus primarily on the short-
falls in the Defense Department that
this budget resolution will greatly ex-
acerbate.

Just a few months ago, the service
chiefs testified that there was a need
for an emergency supplemental appro-
priations bill of $7 billion, just to cover
urgent shortfalls in the Defense De-
partment. One of the most critical
funding deficiencies expected this year
is a shortfall of $1.4 billion in the de-
fense health program. That is respon-
sible for providing health care to all
active-duty personnel and military re-
tirees and their family members. Dr.
Clinton, the head of health programs
for the Defense Department, just testi-
fied last week that there is a $1.4 bil-
lion shortfall this year, and that
money is not provided in this resolu-
tion for next year.

Senator DOMENICI wrote on March 15
to Secretary Rumsfeld saying that be-
fore the end of this year it may become
necessary to truncate day-to-day
health care operations and delay im-
plementation of authorized programs
for a large number of beneficiaries. The
Democratic budget provides for this
$7.1 billion defense supplemental and
provides $48 billion more for defense
over the next 10 years than the Repub-
lican budget. Of this amount, the $1.4
billion is for urgently needed funding
for health care and $1 billion is for en-
suring that the full pay raise Congress
authorized last year is provided.

Madam Chairman, it is imperative
that we address these shortfalls now.
Already the Defense Department has
confronted shortages of medical equip-
ment, deteriorating military hospitals,
as well as shortfalls in the direct care
system and payments for managed care
support contracts. We do not have the
money in this budget resolution to ful-
fill our responsibilities to implement
the senior pharmacy benefit that is
scheduled to go into effect in the next
few weeks, and the TRICARE for Life
benefit for military retirees over the

age of 65. This budget resolution as-
sumes a base that is inadequate in fis-
cal year 2001 and shows virtually no in-
crease in subsequent years.

Beyond the defense health care prob-
lems that we have, we cannot afford to
shortchange the defense priorities that
are necessary in this complex world;
and by that I refer to cyber-terrorism,
biological and chemical threats that
are posing new dangers to our national
security. Modernization requires a con-
tinued commitment to research and de-
velopment and to technologies and
equipment that will ensure that our
armed services maintain their global
dominance.

Developing the next generation of
weapons programs will also require dif-
ficult decisions involving priorities and
capabilities. It is unrealistic for this
administration to assume that their
top-to-bottom review conducted in an
academic manner without thorough
consultation with Congress and the
armed services will effectively trans-
form our military to meet the chal-
lenges of the next century without ade-
quate funding. This budget resolution
does not provide that adequate fund-
ing. We are not going to cancel pro-
curement of an aircraft carrier or the
joint strike fighter program and think
that it will generate enough savings to
pay for other programs or not meet an
unmet security need.

Madam Chairman, investing in our
national security should not be a par-
tisan issue. Not addressing the current
year’s funding deficiencies in this
budget resolution provides an unreal-
istic budget projection from the outset
and directly affects our military readi-
ness and the quality of life of our
troops and families. Madam Chair-
woman, this alone is reason to reject
this budget resolution.

Madam Chairman, I yield back my
time to the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), a distinguished
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et and a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. COLLINS. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa for
yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, high energy
prices, high interest rates, and finally,
excessive taxation are choking this Na-
tion’s economy. This budget addresses
one of those three factors, and that is
the excessive taxation. How do we rein
in excessive taxation? Simply by con-
trolling spending. Let no one forget
that the reason we have excessive tax-
ation is because we have excessive
spending.

The tax burden on the people of this
Nation is the highest that taxation has
been since World War II. Why is that,
Madam Chairman? It is because the
Congress over the past 50 years has cre-
ated an abundance of government pro-
grams. Each program well intended,
but expensive, expensive because the

good intent of each program has been
expanded far beyond their means; and
as we hear tonight, they are to be ex-
panded even more so by the other side
of the aisle.

An example, Madam Chairman, is
welfare, and it was only after the Re-
publicans gained the control of Con-
gress that welfare spending was ad-
dressed, and successfully, I might add.
Another is Medicare. Medicare is a
health insurance program which has
been very beneficial to millions of sen-
iors, many who would not have had ac-
cess to health care had it not been
more Fed care. But Medicare is facing
a real problem over the next 15 years
due to the number of people who will
be under the Medicare insurance pro-
gram. We would think by listening to
the opponents of this budget that the
Republicans are canceling the Medi-
care insurance. Such is far from the
truth. I will remind them, Madam
Chairman, that it was the Republican
Congress who heard the call of the
Medicare trustees in 1995 and 1996 who
reported to the Committee on Ways
and Means that the Medicare fund
would be short of money or broke by
this year. And it was the Republicans
who made changes in 1997 and extended
the Medicare program for another 25-
plus years.

Madam Chairman, this budget also
gives flexibility to reform the Medicare
program and include in that reform
prescription drugs and also to ensure
that Medicare will be around for many,
many years to come. This budget fur-
ther strengthens the Department of
Defense. It flexes funds for education,
giving more control at the local level.
This budget reduces the public debt
from $3.2 trillion that has accrued
today down to $818 billion over the
next 10 years. That is less than $1 tril-
lion of public debt after 10 years.

This budget sets aside payroll taxes
and other trust fund receipts by an
amount accruing to over $8 trillion
over the next 10 years.

Finally, Madam Chairman, this budg-
et gives Congress $1.6 trillion over the
next 10 years to reduce the tax burden
on every taxpayer in America. Tax re-
lief will provide over $400 of relief this
year for families, and upwards of $1,600
per year over the next 6 years. I urge
my colleagues to pass this responsible
budget. It is time to stop the runaway
spending in this Congress of the peo-
ple’s money, and it is time to stop the
overtaxation of the American family.

Madam Chairman, I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM),
a new member of the committee.

Mr. PUTNAM. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) and the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) for their hard
work in putting together this docu-
ment.

I hope to take a little different per-
spective this evening on this budget, a
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little bit of a generational perspective.
We have a historic opportunity, a once-
in-a-lifetime window through our eco-
nomic prosperity, the surplus opportu-
nities to keep our commitment to sen-
iors, to invest in national priorities
and, most importantly, to ensure that
future generations do not inherit the
type of debt that this generation inher-
ited.

If we observe this chart, we see the
rapid trend in the reduction of debt.
Babies not even born yet will be born
into a world between now and 2007 with
massive amounts of debt. This budget,
this budget, Madam Chairman, pays
down the debt as rapidly as is finan-
cially possible, without raiding the
safety deposit boxes of America and
taking Johnny’s and Suzie’s U.S. sav-
ings bonds that have been given to
them or won in the paper editorial con-
test. Without doing those things, we
pay down the debt as fast as is hu-
manly possible.

b 2045

We keep our commitment to the sol-
diers and sailors, most of them in their
late teens and early twenties, who are
charged with the responsibility of giv-
ing us the freedom that we all take so
for granted each night when we lay
down in bed. It keeps our commitment
to them by investing in quality-of-life
issues and higher pay raises, and it re-
sponsibly anticipates a review that will
evaluate their needs and allocate re-
sources in the most responsible and ap-
propriate way.

We invest in the future. We invest in
education. We make sure that future
generations have access to the best
teachers, the best classrooms, the best
opportunities that this great country
can provide.

Madam Chairman, we keep our prom-
ise to seniors. Make no mistake about
it, those who are on Social Security
and Medicare today and those who will
be in the near future, their program is
intact. Their program will be intact. I
would urge them not to fall for the
Mediscare tactics that sometimes af-
flict debates such as this.

But for future generations, we have
an obligation, a moral obligation, to
fulfill our commitment to providing
that safety net, but also ensuring that
that program is there. Study after
study has shown that without major
reform, those programs will not be
there for future generations without
some responsible, courageous leader-
ship from this body.

Finally, Madam Chairman, after re-
ducing the debt as fast as possible,
after investing in education and health
care, after investing in defense, there is
still money left over. Instead of spend-
ing more and more and more that got
us into the debt situation we are in
today, we return it to the taxpayers.

In this time of precarious economic
instability, we give taxpayers, Amer-
ican citizens, the opportunity to have
back a portion of their money to invest
in college education, to pay down their

own personal debt, to pay down their
mortgage, to spend it on other things
as they see fit. That is the beauty of
this budget.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CULBERSON).

(Mr. CULBERSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Madam Chairman, as a newly elected
Member of Congress from Texas, I
wanted to take this opportunity, and
also as a 14-year member of the Texas
House of Representatives, to correct
the record for the listening public on
the economy in Texas and on Governor
Bush’s record as Governor.

I had the privilege of serving under
three Governors in Texas. I was the
House Republican whip in Texas, and I
personally witnessed the benefits of
Governor Bush’s visionary leadership,
his focus on returning the tax surplus
in Texas to the taxpayers of Texas.

I can testify personally that many of
the things heard here earlier tonight in
the debate are simply not true about
the Texas economy. In fact, anyone lis-
tening here tonight can simply log
onto bidc.state.tx and confirm this for
themselves.

As of October 2000, Texas has added
over 2.4 million new jobs since January
of 1990, and Texas leads all other States
in net job creation. In a time when
manufacturing jobs nationally have de-
clined, Texas has seen an increase in
manufacturing jobs. I can testify fur-
ther that that is a direct result of Gov-
ernor Bush’s leadership and his con-
sistent vision in understanding that
the tax surplus belongs to the tax-
payers.

Talking about the last legislative
session, the Texas Legislature had $5.6
billion more to budget for the previous
budget cycle as a direct result of pro-
jected increases in revenue generated
by the State’s expanding economy.
Governor Bush said then and he has
said again as President today, ‘‘We
have a surplus in Texas because we
have been good stewards of tax dollars.
During times of plenty, we must not
commit our State to programs we can-
not afford in the future.’’

As Governor, as he has done as Presi-
dent, Mr. Bush prioritizes the needs of
the Nation, just as he did the needs of
the State. He made his top priority
public education. The Texas Legisla-
ture, under Governor Bush’s leader-
ship, passed a $3.86 billion increase in
funding for public education, the larg-
est single increase in the State’s his-
tory, which resulted in a $3,000 across-
the-board pay raise for teachers and a
$1.2 billion cut in property tax rates for
Texas taxpayers.

In my experience in 14 years in the
Texas House, the previous administra-
tions that preceded Governor Bush, the
Democrat administration, consistently

sought to raise taxes and increase
spending. In every session I have served
under Governor Bush, he sought to de-
crease spending, control spending, cut
taxes, which led to a tremendous
strengthening in the State’s economy.
We will certainly see the same benefits
here nationally.

The budget that the Committee on
the Budget has produced, on which I
had the privilege of serving, under the
leadership of the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman NUSSLE), is very focused and
consistent with the priorities that
George Bush set out as Governor, fo-
cusing first on eliminating more public
debt than has ever been eliminated in
the history of the United States. This
is all the debt that can be paid off
without incurring a penalty to tax-
payers.

It focuses, secondly, on guaranteeing
Social Security and Medicare.

Madam Chairman, I urge passage of
the budget resolution.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the distin-
guished chief deputy whip.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding time
to me, and thank the Committee on
the Budget for the great debate we are
having here tonight and the hard work
that has been done on this budget from
both sides. Really the topics we are
talking about are the kinds of topics
that we should be discussing in Wash-
ington as we set out a blueprint for
this budget year.

The Farm Bureau today has joined in
the call that this budget be adopted.
Other agricultural groups, now that
they have had a chance to look at this
budget, are also stepping forward and
saying that this budget does meet the
needs of agriculture. It addresses the
tax overcharge that we have collected
in excess of what the government has
said over the last several years we
would need for the next decade.

I have heard some of my friends on
the other side stand up tonight and say
that we need a tax cut not in the $1.6
trillion range, but about half of that,
about $800 billion.

I would just remind them that when
we passed that tax cut of that amount,
$792 billion over 10 years on the House
floor just 2 years ago, many of the
same people who are saying that this
amount is too much, it is irresponsible,
they were saying that amount was too
much, when it is very apparent now
that that amount was not too much. If
we would have started with that $792
billion tax package that the House nar-
rowly passed 2 years ago, we might not
see some of the economic problems we
see in the country today, and we would
only be 2 years into a 10-year tax cut,
2 years into a tax cut that is the size
that everybody now says we should be
pursuing.

I think a couple of years from now
everybody will see that the tax cut pro-
posed in this budget is equally modest,
and is also as positive for the economy
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as that one would have been as a good
start.

This does set aside the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. It does set aside the
Medicare Trust Fund. It pays off all
the debt in 10 years that we can pay
without a prepayment penalty. It is a
great blueprint for this year. I urge my
colleagues to adopt this budget.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, I would simply
like to show my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Missouri, a chart that we
prepared which is our analysis of the
gentleman’s budget.

If they will look at the bottom line,
the gentleman was not here when the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
the ranking member on the Committee
on Agriculture, spoke, but it is the bot-
tom line that concerns him.

The truth of the matter is, there is
nothing exceptional or extra in this
budget for agriculture. The Farm Bu-
reau and farmers on the whole are bet-
ting on the come; they are hoping that
the Committee on Agriculture can
come up with a new farm bill which
will allot them some additional money.
The gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE)
will then have the authority to add
that money for agriculture and de-
fense.

The problem is, the bottom line is $20
billion. If defense beats agriculture
first to the trough, they could easily
take $10 billion or $15 billion of that $20
billion. If we follow that bottom line
over to the year 2005, it is negative. It
is declining every year. It is down to
$600 million, $600 million into the Medi-
care Trust Fund.

So we have a very constrained limit,
and that is what the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) was saying just
a minute ago.

Let me now turn to debt reduction,
because everybody keeps coming back
to that. Clearly if that is a good thing,
and we both agree that it is, we should
be judged by it. If we are judged fairly,
our budget resolution provides, by our
calculation, $3 trillion, 681 billion in
debt reduction. Theirs provides $2 tril-
lion, 766 billion. We are $915 billion bet-
ter on that score alone.

Madam Chairman, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE).

Mr. MOORE. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I just wanted to respond in part to
the gentleman from Missouri when he
talks about the taxpayers in this coun-
try overpaying their taxes and being
entitled to a refund. Certainly they
are. There is not an argument about
whether there should be a refund. The
question is how much.

The question also is about debt re-
duction. We have placed on our chil-
dren’s and grandchildren’s future a $5.7
trillion mortgage, so it is not just all
about tax cuts, to the gentleman from
Missouri, it is also about equity and

fairness to future generations in this
country and whether we are going to do
the right thing.

I was at the White House about 4 or
5 weeks ago and had a chance to speak
to the President. I told him about Gov-
ernor Graves from Kansas. I said, ‘‘I
know you know him, being a former
Governor.’’ He said, ‘‘Yes, he is a friend
of mine.’’ I said that Governor Graves
was interviewed recently by the Asso-
ciated Press and was talking about rev-
enue shortfalls and tax cuts, which
have happened in Kansas, substantial
tax cuts, in the past 3 or 4 years, and
about financing education.

Governor Graves said very candidly,
‘‘If I had known then what I know now
about the revenue shortfalls, I would
have done things differently.’’ What he
was saying was that they are scram-
bling now to find revenues to finance
education in the State of Kansas, and
they do not have sufficient funds to do
an adequate job. In fact, Governor
Graves has now asked for a tax in-
crease because of revenue shortfalls
and projections which went awry. The
same thing, according to The New
York Times, has happened in 15 other
States.

So I caution all of my colleagues in
the House to be conservative here. We
can always go back and cut taxes more.
Let us cut taxes as much as we can af-
ford, but let us not overdo it so we have
to come back later and ask for a tax in-
crease.

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from
Iowa (Chairman NUSSLE) and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) for all their work on this
budget effort, and I agree with the
chairman, who has pointed out that
there is really a lot of common ground
here. There may be a little question in
the difference of approach. There is a
lot of common ground. People on both
sides want tax reduction, and clearly
people on both sides want debt reduc-
tion.

We have heard a lot of discussion to-
night about the benefits of debt reduc-
tion. The problem is, we keep talking
about this in the context of a surplus,
and we ought to be calling it what it
really is, which is a projected surplus.
The budget leaves little margin for
error in that context.

My concern is, if things do not go as
planned, we are going to enact the tax
cuts, we are going to enact our spend-
ing program, and debt reduction will be
the odd man out. It will be what falls
off the table.

So I would urge caution as my col-
league, the gentleman from Kansas, did
as well, that we ought to be fiscally re-
sponsible. We ought to make sure we
take advantage of this one-time oppor-
tunity to take a real bite out of the
tremendous debt we have built up over
the last 20 years.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I thank the
gentleman from Kansas for yielding to
me, Madam Chairman.

Madam Chairman, our highest, most
urgent priority in this budget resolu-
tion must be debt reduction. There is
$3.7 trillion outstanding of public debt.
If we do not pay it off, who does? Our
children do. We are paying over $200
billion a year in interest on that debt
today. It makes far more sense to
make debt reduction our priority, be-
cause if these surplus estimates do not
get realized over the next decade, then
we are not going to be able to pay off
the debt.

If we enact the tax cut, we know this
Congress is not going to raise taxes
again, so what we are going to do is
raise Social Security and force our
children to pay off the debt as well as
pay for our retirement. That is wrong.

The Deputy Undersecretary of the
Treasury for Domestic Finance testi-
fied before the Senate Committee on
the Budget last week that of the $3.7
trillion of public debt outstanding that
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) referred to, $3 trillion
will mature by the end of this decade.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY), a member of the committee.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I would like to respond to this issue
of the debt, which is hard to do with a
completely straight face after decades
in which the Democrats were in control
of this Chamber and the other body,
and routinely, year after year, there
were no surpluses. The money was
spent. Social Security surpluses were
spent. The debt was run up.

Republicans come along, balance the
budget, start paying down hundreds of
billions of dollars in debt, and put for-
ward a plan which over the next 10
years retires all the available debt, and
then we hear that suddenly, somehow,
that is not enough.

Let me explain something: There is a
limit to how much and how fast we can
pay down the debt. The numbers that
my colleagues on the other side are
talking about, I am sorry to say this,
but it is just not possible. I would re-
mind them that we have billions and
billions of dollars worth of Treasury se-
curities that extend beyond 10 years.
Unless they intend to pass a law that
would somehow force people to turn in
a debt which they own now, bonds
which are in their hands, which we can-
not do, it is simply not possible.

Mr. SUNUNU. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOOMEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNU. Madam Chairman, just
to clarify that point, there are over
$600 billion worth of 30-year notes out
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there, 10-year notes, notes that have
not matured. They are being held by
foreign banks, for example.

What the gentleman is suggesting is
that we would not pass a lot of laws
that forced people to redeem those be-
cause in doing so we would have to pay
a premium. That would come out of the
pockets of taxpayers.

Mr. TOOMEY. That is exactly right.
Reclaiming my time, I would further

suggest that since they said these
bonds are the property of someone else,
they could demand any price they
choose. They could force the U.S. tax-
payer to pay a ridiculous and absurd
price, and, frankly, they could choose
to offer it at no price whatsoever.

So what we are doing, what the Re-
publican budget does, it says, let us
take all the available debt, everything
that comes due, and as it matures, that
is what we pay off.

Let me go to the fundamental dif-
ference between our two plans. Really
what it comes down to is the Demo-
cratic budget grows government dra-
matically and provides token tax relief
for some, while the Republican plan
provides responsible government
growth, but meaningful tax relief for
all.

Let us remember that before we cal-
culate the first dime of the surplus, we
allow for $1 trillion of additional
spending over the course of the next 10
years. We take all of the Social Secu-
rity and surplus, Medicare surplus, and
we put that money aside.

As I said earlier, we pay off all the
available national debt. It is only after
we do all of that that we say, now, with
what is still left over, let us provide a
little bit of tax relief for the people
who created all that money in the first
place.

b 2100

I do not know how we could not pro-
vide at least this plan, at least what
the President has proposed, at least
what the Republican budget proposal
calls for. It is a modest tax relief plan.
It is small compared to the tax relief
Ronald Reagan proposed in the early
1980s. Let us not pretend that the tax
relief in the early 1980s led to deficits
or debt. The fact is tax relief in 1981 led
to a doubling of Federal revenue by
1989. It was out-of-control spending
that caused the deficits.

This tax relief plan is not only small
compared to the Reagan tax cuts, it is
small compared to the Kennedy cuts of
the 1960s. I have yet to hear my col-
leagues say that John F. Kennedy was
proposing excess tax relief when in fact
he did it when they did not have sur-
plus.

Madam Chairman, the fact is we have
an abundance of cash. The surplus is
enormous, and it is about time that we
provided some tax relief to the people
who earned it and created it. We under-
stand that the men and women who
earned this money have a right to de-
cide how to spend it. That comes prior
to our desires to increase spending

which is what the alternative does. We
also understand that freedom works. If
we lower the tax burden and increase
economic freedom, we will increase
prosperity and opportunity. Wages will
grow. Standards of living will grow.
There will be more opportunity for
more Americans. That is why it is im-
portant that we pass this tax relief
measure, and we pass this Republican
budget.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, in giving the
lion’s share of this budget to tax reduc-
tion, the budget resolution leaves little
room for other priorities, including law
enforcement. To talk about our budget
which provides $19 billion more for law
enforcement is the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO).

Madam Chairman, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CAPUANO), the former mayor of
Sommerville, Massachusetts.

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, I am troubled by
the budget resolution’s disregard of the
funding needs of the Department of
Justice. Time and time again I have
heard the need to enforce our laws in-
stead of passing new ones. How can we
expect law enforcement when this
budget cuts funding for the Depart-
ment of Justice by $1.6 billion in fiscal
year 2002. Based upon the budget sub-
mitted by President Bush, these cuts
are to be largely applied to State and
local law enforcement assistance. The
highly successful COPS program falls
within these targeted cuts.

Although the President’s budget pro-
posal does not single out this impor-
tant program, it does propose to redi-
rect $1.5 billion in State and local
grant assistance funding which does in
fact fund COPS. Cutting the COPS pro-
gram would undermine its success and
harm local law enforcement through-
out the country. Our police officers
across this country applaud this pro-
gram. This is a program that has
worked. We have seen crime drop since
1994. We are seeing our police officers
going in and having community ties in
our schools and working with the com-
munity itself. They have built up rela-
tionships with our schools and our stu-
dents, and at this time when we see so
much violence going on, especially
with the recent shootings, this is not a
time to cut these particular programs.
This certainly is a time that we should
be encouraging these programs. With
our particular budget, we increase this.

Madam Chairman, we have done a
good job on reducing crime. We should
continue with this program. We should
guarantee that these programs con-
tinue, and we certainly should be sup-
porting our police officers throughout
this country.

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chairman, as
you heard, I was the mayor of my com-
munity for 9 years before I came to
this honorable body, and during that
time the COPS program was passed and
implemented. It started getting going
in 1996. For a couple of years it was
small money, and it really got going in
1996. From 1996 to 1998 in my commu-
nity, we added eight additional police
officers. In that same time period, we
reduced crime by 29.2 percent. Maybe
that is circumstantial, maybe it just
happened to coincide with the COPS
program, but I looked at my district
which I did not represent then but I do
now, and in my district in Massachu-
setts, we added 58 police officers in
that time period, a 2 percent increase,
but we reduced crime by 21 percent.

In the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts, we added 363 police officers
across the State, reduced crime by al-
most 14 percent. I just happened to
look at the State of Texas, they added
9,000 police officers in that time period,
a 20 percent increase, and they reduced
crime by 7.5 percent.

In the whole country the same period
of time, the COPS program helped add
115,097 police officers and crime was re-
duced 13.6 percent. Is all of this a coin-
cidence? It just happened to be the
same time period when the Federal
Government got into the crime-fight-
ing business on a local level. I think
not.

Madam Chairman, I think the addi-
tional police officers on the street with
the Federal Government helping us
fund them is what turned the tide, and
I dare say we will be back here in a few
years if we cut this COPS program
making sure that we have more police
officers on the street in every commu-
nity in this country.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW), a new member
of the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Madam Chairman,
my colleagues have talked about the
foundations of this budget, paying
down the national debt, letting the
taxpayers keep more of what they
earn, preserving Social Security and
preserving Medicare, and improving
education. But as a member of the
Committee on Armed Services and a
new Member from a district that is
largely military oriented, I want to ad-
dress what this budget does in terms of
the military because for the last 8
years, our young men and women in
the military have watched as the mili-
tary has been hollowed out. It has been
underfunded and overdeployed.

Madam Chairman, I have talked to so
many of those young people, and I de-
cided that I would like to go to Con-
gress to help rebuild our military and
make America strong again; and that
is exactly what this budget does. It
adds almost 5 percent of new money to
military spending, $5.6 billion for in-
crease pay, for better housing, for
health care for our military men and
women. It adds $2.6 billion of new
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money for research and development.
And that is important. That is a down
payment on what is to come because
our President has said that he believes,
and I believe with all my heart, that
we ought to let defense strategy drive
defense spending and not the other way
around. The President has ordered a
top-to-bottom review of our military to
decide what is the role of the military.
What is our vision. It is a time of test-
ing. It is a time of transition, and there
is no sense spending money on tech-
nology that we are never going to use.

Madam Chairman, once that review
has taken place and our President and
our leaders of the military have a clear
vision of where they want this country
to go, then I am confident that we in
this Congress will give them the nec-
essary resources that they need. And so
it is on that note that I ask for support
for this resolution.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Both gentlemen have 11 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, for his great leadership and for
his fundamental fairness throughout.

Madam Chairman, I stand to express
the great support on the Democratic
side for fully funding our environ-
mental commitments in this budget.
We know that the Republican resolu-
tion underfunds the environment and
in fact does not fund the commitment,
the bipartisan commitment, the land-
mark commitment made 1 year ago to
double our funding for conservation
programs, preservation programs and
recreation programs in this country.

Many of us in this body supported
CARA, legislation that passed over-
whelmingly a year ago, the Conserva-
tion and Reinvestment Act, which
would have tripled funding for these
important preservation and conserva-
tion programs. We could not win sup-
port to pass that legislation into law,
but in the interior appropriations bill
last year, we struck a bipartisan agree-
ment to double the funding, and that is
a good, bipartisan compromise.

Unfortunately, the Republican reso-
lution before us today underfunds that
commitment by 25 percent, and the
Democrats feel that is unacceptable.
We provide the full commitment, over
$10 billion over the next 5 years. The
Republican resolution underfunds that
commitment by $2.7 billion. The Demo-
crats also provide money for brownfield
reclamation, $200 million next year, $2
billion over the next 10 years to re-
claim and revitalize brownfields, those
abandoned, polluted industrial sites
across this Nation that should be re-
used with reinvestment for commer-
cial, residential and retail possibilities.
Every time we reclaim a brownfield, we

save a greenfield from development. We
need to fund those programs.

Madam Chairman, we are very con-
cerned on our side of the aisle with the
broken promises from the President re-
garding the environment. He has
blocked the rule that would stop the
building of roads and logging in one-
third of our national forests. He has re-
voked the rule to reduce arsenic in our
water supply. We permit, under the
rule that the President supports for ar-
senic and water, an amount that is 5
times greater than the standard of the
World Health Organization, and that is
unacceptable. He has broken his prom-
ise to curb carbon dioxide. We want to
support the environment. I ask for sup-
port for the Democratic alternative.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), a former
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et. We have come to a very critical
part of the debate, and that is why we
are calling in one of our big guns.

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, I am not a big
gun, but I do realize there is life after
the Committee on the Budget, but
there are pains I still have after 10
years. I just express my admiration for
what the Committee on the Budget has
done and the camaraderie from both
sides of the aisle, but as I listen to this
debate, I ask this question: Why would
anyone think that they are more fis-
cally responsible when they want to
spend more?

Madam Chairman, I realize this is
not a debate about tax cuts versus pay-
ing down more debt, this is a debate
about spending more money or not.
What our side of the aisle wants to do
is spend 4 percent more. There are real-
ly three things you can do with the
surplus. You can spend it, and we are
going to spend 4 percent more.
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We can pay down debt. We are going
to pay down $2.3 trillion worth of debt.
We can reduce taxes. This is a debate of
spend more or maybe have more in tax
cuts.

Now, I think that what has happened
in the last so many years, we have had
deficits from 1969 to 1998, 29 years of
deficits, and those have ended. We have
had 35 years of using Social Security
reserve funds. We no longer have defi-
cits. We no longer use Social Security
reserves for spending. We paid down
$500 billion of debt and, by the end of
the year, $620 billion.

What scares the heck out of me,
though, is this is a steep line of 587 to
635, which was last year; and it seems
to me my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle think it should remain
steep. All I have heard about is more
spending. We are going to spend $635
billion now to go up to $661 billion,
which is what the President wants, a 4
percent increase in spending. That is a
lot of money.

But we also wanted a tax cut, and it
is a responsible tax cut. We are taking
one-quarter of the surplus, and we are
going to have a tax cut with it, one-
quarter of the surplus.

Someone said it is not going to the
right people, it is going to the people
who pay taxes. Five percent of the
American people pay 50 percent of the
taxes, and 50 percent of the American
people pay 95 percent of the taxes; and
they are going to get a tax cut with our
proposal. I am eager to vote for it.

People have then said, well, this tax
cut is irresponsible. Kennedy had a tax
cut that was twice as large as ours, and
he did not have a real surplus. Reagan
had a tax cut which was three times as
large, and we had a deficit. We want a
tax cut, and we have a surplus, and we
only want to take a quarter of it.

So this is the debate I look forward
to having in the months to come. I
hope that we do not make it smaller
than the $1.6 trillion; and I hope it goes
to the people who deserve it, the people
who pay taxes.

Again, I would like to thank my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. It
has been an interesting debate. I am
happy we are on the right side on this
one.

We do not want more spending, at
least not more than 4 percent. We want
to return some of it back to the Amer-
ican people because they are the ones
who pay the taxes. We do not want to
make government larger than it al-
ready is. We want to make it con-
sistent with our needs.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) to discuss
electoral reforms, which we provide
$1.5 billion for in our budget resolution.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, we have a practice
in this country of, when we find neigh-
borhoods on the top of toxic waste
dumps, we naturally respond to that
emergency by buying out the homes to
protect the people who live there.
When floods wipe out communities, as
they did in eastern North Carolina a
couple of years ago, we respond by buy-
ing out property to protect residents
and help them find safe places to live.

Well, we have an emergency situa-
tion in our democracy today. It was all
too evident in Florida in November.
Error-prone voting equipment is an
emergency situation that threatens us,
and the Democratic budget proposes an
immediate and an effective response.

We want to provide emergency funds
to buy out the punch-card voting sys-
tems that threaten the accuracy of and
the faith in our elections, and we want
to do it by the time of the 2002 elec-
tions. We also want to look at longer-
term election reform.

Now our Republican friends at my re-
quest have included language in their
budget resolution urging Congress to
deal with the problem of the replace-
ment of error-prone equipment, but the
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Republican budget provides no specific
funding for this. By contrast, the
Democratic budget addresses this crit-
ical issue with a billion dollars this
year and $500 million next year.

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON), who can tell us more
about why this funding is so critical.
We appreciate her leadership on this
issue.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) for yielding to me.

Madam Chairman, voting is the most
fundamental right guaranteed by our
Constitution. I came here feeling this
term that this would be a high priority
for both sides of the aisle.

I have spoken with the President,
and I have spoken with other leader-
ship in this House. It is very appalling
that there is no evidence of any fund-
ing to correct this problem with this
Republican resolution.

There is no way that we can stand
here and say that we support a strong
democracy when we are not willing to
fund the whole system that the entire
country experienced as a failure this
past election.

Just yesterday, I received a letter
from someone in Iowa, talking about
the difficulties which they had in
Wapello County. He said that he was a
precinct election committee member,
and he had trouble getting up-to-date
restoration information from the Iowa
Department of Transportation through
the Motor Voter Registration Program.

This was not just one place in our
country. Our democracy was threat-
ened throughout the Nation. We are
standing here tonight talking about
this type and size of budget without
having given any particular attention
to this problem that simply threatens
our sovereignty as a Nation. The world
is watching, and we have not even at-
tempted to address it.

One cannot address a problem with-
out designating some dollars. The
Democratic proposal has $1 billion for
2001 and $500 million for 2002 to replace
these outdated machines so that every
vote that is cast can be counted.

I see no evidence of that in the Re-
publican resolution, even though I
asked the President personally about
it. He told me that it would be there.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from Texas. It is important, is it not,
that, for the 2002 election, we be able to
deal with this. Why should we wait. If
we are going to deal with it, not have
another election under these condi-
tions, we have surely got to get the
funding in this year’s budget.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, what else, what else
in this year’s budget could be more im-
portant than preserving our own de-
mocracy?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman, I yield to the gentlewoman

from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), who has
also been an outspoken advocate of
election reform.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina for
yielding to me.

Madam Chairman, it is interesting
this last election that the elderly were
denied access to vote. Disabled persons
who I personally spoke to were indi-
cating they were denied access to the
voting polls. Military personnel were
denied as well. In addition, students
who had registered were denied as well.
Inadequate procedures, people being
denied the access to democracy.

H. Con. Res. 83 already eliminates 9
percent of the Department of Justice
budget. How can we emphasize the
value and importance of the right, the
fundamental right to vote unless we
provide the Democratic alternative
that provides $1 billion in 2001.

Might I mind my manners to thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) for his leadership, cer-
tainly thank the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman NUSSLE) for this time to de-
bate, and thank the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

But I think it is important to note
that one has to spend money, and there
is $1 billion in the Democratic alter-
native in 2001 and $500 million in 2002.

The most important item, however,
is the process of legislation cannot
work without funding democracy. We
must fund democracy, keeping Social
Security and Medicare solvent. The
fact that there are people all over the
country, California, Texas, Iowa, New
York, Florida, there is clearly a case
for election reform. One cannot do it
without money.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), the dis-
tinguished vice chair of the Committee
on the Budget.

(Mr. SUNUNU asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SUNUNU. Madam Chairman, I
think it is important, as we enter the
closing minutes of the debate this
evening, to review some of the argu-
ments we have heard, review the main
points of the budget proposal that is on
the floor, because we have heard a lot
of claims; and it is important that we
have as many facts as possible
straight.

This budget pays down, first and
foremost, more debt over a 10-year pe-
riod than we have ever paid down in
the United States, over $2 trillion in
debt. We heard some discussion about
paying down $3 trillion or $3.5 trillion,
paying off every penny of the public
debt over the 10-year period. The fact is
that is simply not possible unless we
force every 10-year-old in the country
to sell their United States savings
bonds and force every foreign bank to
give up their 30-year Treasury bonds.
That is just not going to happen. To
suggest otherwise is being disingen-

uous about how we deal with our coun-
try’s finances. So we pay down as much
debt as we possibly can, lower the debt
as a percentage of the GNP to a level
not seen in over 80 years.

We cut taxes for every American. We
improve education. And we can manip-
ulate the way we score a particular
funding bill one way or another, but
the fact is this has more funding for
education than ever at the Federal
level, an 11 percent increase.

We strengthen national defense. We
heard an argument earlier tonight
from the minority side arguing that it
was not doing enough for defense. How
times have changed. The fact of the
matter is we put in more funding for
our national defense than our former
Democrat President proposed when he
left office at the end of his term. We
have increased funding $5 billion, and
we recognize that our President right
now is conducting a top-to-bottom re-
view.

Of course we create reserves, funding
reserves to modernize and strengthen
Social Security and Medicare. We have
heard critics on the other side say that
somehow this is irresponsible to set
aside money to strengthen these pro-
grams. How we have turned these argu-
ments on their head.

What is this really about? I venture
that it is really about tax cuts. That
really should not surprise anyone be-
cause the tax cut debate has been in
the front of the newspapers: what kind
of tax relief will we have, how can we
make the Tax Code more fair, and
whether or not we will support the
President’s proposal.

The minority side does not support
these tax cuts. They do not want to see
Americans’ taxes lowered. What is the
reason? Well, if we just go back a few
years, when I was first elected in 1996,
they said, well, we cannot cut taxes
until we balance the budget. Well, we
balanced the budget. Then the argu-
ment was, well, we cannot cut taxes
until we set aside every penny of the
Social Security surplus. Done. We did
that 3 years ago. Then the argument
was, well, we cannot support tax cuts
until we have set aside every penny of
the Medicare surplus as well. Well, we
have done that as well.

Then the argument was, well, we can-
not cut taxes, of course, because we
have not paid down the public debt.
Well, we have paid off over $625 billion
in debt; and we will pay off another $2
trillion over the next 10 years.

We have balanced the budget, set
aside every penny of Social Security,
set aside every penny of the Medicare
surplus. We are on track to retire $2
trillion in public debt over the next 10
years. And still the call is, well, we
cannot support that tax cut.

What is the real excuse? I think we
heard it portrayed pretty eloquently
from some Members on the minority
side. The real reason is because we
want to spend it. Because we want to
spend it on every program that one can
imagine.
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We have heard about a lot of pro-

grams at the Federal level that are
good strong programs delivering bene-
fits and services to those that need
them. But if we triple funding for every
worthwhile program at the Federal
level, we will bankrupt this country.
The American people do not want that;
Members of Congress do not want that.

We need to recognize that expanding
the size of the Federal Government by
4 percent, it is about what the economy
will grow, about what the average fam-
ily budget will grow over the next year.
I think that is reasonable.

I think Congress should live within
its means. We pay down debt. We set
aside for national security, increasing
the funding of the NIH and education.
But at the end of the day, we need to
recognize that we have collected more
in money than we need to run govern-
ment. It is your money, and we should
give a piece of it back.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE) has 4 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) has 31⁄2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
would just alert the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) that I
have 4 minutes, and I plan to use that
to close the debate tonight if that
would be appropriate.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, just quickly in re-
sponse to the last gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), with respect
to taxes, we all came together on a tax
cut in the Balanced Budget Agreement
in 1997, $270 billion, which I helped ne-
gotiate. Our budget resolution on the
floor right now provides $910 billion out
of the surplus, one-third of the surplus,
for tax reduction.

Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT).
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Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, I call my col-
leagues’ attention once again to the in-
adequacies of the majority budget in
the area of general science research.
An increased commitment to scientific
research is essential to future eco-
nomic prosperity. The majority budget
includes $22 billion for research. Now,
that sounds good, but as this chart
shows, that means that while in the
past 3 years the NSF funding has in-
creased 6.8 percent, the majority budg-
et offered this year offers no increase
above inflation.

The Democratic substitute would add
$3 billion through fiscal year 2011. Now,
this is not fluff. These are necessary.
This is the ingredient of a successful
economy. President Bush’s science ad-
viser said this is essential to accom-
plish those things that the Republican
majority says they hope to accomplish

with their budget. As he puts it: ‘‘No
science, no surplus.’’ It is that simple.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentlewoman from New Haven, Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), the assistant
minority leader.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) is recognized
for such time as may remain.

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Chairman, a
budget for America should reflect the
values of America. It should be real-
istic. Above all, it should be respon-
sible.

It should balance the need for tax
cuts for working and middle-class fam-
ilies against the need to provide a
world-class education for our children,
a Medicare prescription drug benefit
for our seniors, and strengthening our
national defense. And most of all,
America’s budget should do nothing to
break faith with millions of seniors
who rely on Social Security and Medi-
care, so that they can grow old with re-
spect and the dignity that they so rich-
ly deserve.

But the Republican budget is neither
responsible nor balanced. Based on in-
flated projections for economic growth,
it places a nearly $2 trillion tax cut
that benefits largely the wealthy ahead
of Medicare, Social Security, edu-
cation, defense and agriculture. In fact,
Republicans spend more on a tax cut
just for the wealthiest 1 percent than
they spend on nearly every other need
in the budget. And worst of all, the
leadership budget raids Medicare to
pay for this unfair tax cut. With ac-
counting gimmicks to mask the fact
that the numbers just do not add up,
the Republican budget attempts to
hide the fact that it raids Medicare to
pay for a tax cut. This is just plain
wrong.

By dipping into Medicare money to
pay for an irresponsible tax cut, the
Republicans break faith with millions
of our parents and grandparents who
rely on Medicare to meet their health
care needs. At a time when we should
be strengthening Medicare, adding a
much-needed prescription drug benefit
to it, the Republican budget would
shortchange seniors who have paid into
Medicare their entire lives.

In the end, what happens if all the
budget projections are wrong, as they
always have been in the past? We are
back in a time of budget deficits, debt,
higher interest rates, fewer jobs, less
growth and a less secure future for our
children.

This is a time for prudence. This is a
time to think about our future and not
to repeat past mistakes. We should re-
ject the Republican budget. We should
support the Democratic alternative.
We ought to provide tax cuts for work-
ing middle-class families in this coun-
try and not crowd out education and
prescription drugs.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank my friend from South
Carolina for the debate tonight; the
spirit of the debate. I think it was a
good one. I think we talked about a
number of issues that we needed to ad-
dress.

Again, I would just reiterate the six
goals and a little bit of the arguments
about them.

Number one is maximum debt elimi-
nations. My good friends and col-
leagues on the other side say, ‘‘Pay
more of the national debt.’’ I think it
is pretty clear from tonight that we
can only pay so much. Chairman
Greenspan says that, the Treasury De-
partment says that, and just about
every economist has come forward and
said, at some point in time 30-year
notes do not come due. How do we go
out and collect them? We cannot with-
out paying a premium.

We can only pay a certain amount of
the debt down. I think that is clear. We
have the maximum amount of debt
that is responsible to pay down.

Number two is tax relief. We have tax
relief for every taxpayer. My friends on
the other side say, but, really, if we
add this in and we add that in, and
then we add this over here and put it
all together, and then we multiply by
seven, their tax cut is really bigger.
Well, but it is not. Read the bill. The
bill says $1.6 trillion of tax relief. That
is what reconciliation says.

I understand the folks back home sit-
ting around the kitchen counter do not
understand reconciliation, but we do.
Let us not kid each other. We know the
$1.6 is the maximum amount of tax re-
lief we can have under this bill.

Next is education for all of our chil-
dren. What they say is, we are going to
spend more. We can spend more. We
can invest more. We will put more tax
dollars toward education than the Re-
publicans can. I am sure they can, and
they have. And we have tried over the
last few years to keep up, and so we
have all put more money into edu-
cation. I grant my colleagues that. The
point is nothing has improved. Our
kids are not reading any better.
Schools have not gotten better. Our
programs have not been reformed.

So before we throw one more dollar
at all of this, can we not at least talk
about some reform? All right, fine,
there is some advanced funding in
there. The point is that from last year
to this year, it will be an 11.5 percent
increase. That is a pretty good in-
crease, but with that has got to come
needed reform.

Next is defense. A colleague came
forward and said they have more
money for defense. They are going to
put all sorts of money in. What are
they going to spend it on? They say, do
not spend it on an aircraft carrier.
What do we put it in? How are we going
to know what to invest in for defense
until we do the top-to-bottom review?
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And I know my colleagues are cynical
about that and are saying that they do
not know if they can get it done.

Quite frankly, I do not know if they
can get it done either. But the point is
somebody has to try, because just hav-
ing a bidding war toward defense, even-
tually all we will be doing is shooting
pennies at each other, and that will not
give us a stronger defense.

Health care reform. My colleagues
talk about solvency in Medicare, but
they make it a zero sum game. They
say if we take a dollar out to reform
Medicare, which is what we all voted
on when we put the lockbox for Medi-
care away, we said it could be used for
reform, it could be used for moderniza-
tion, that is what we all voted for, ex-
cept for a few, in H.R. 2, the Medicare
Lockbox, the difference though is that
we say it is not a zero sum game. If we
take money out of the trust fund for
Medicare modernization, that does not
necessarily mean the solvency is di-
minished. It means that with that re-
form it can be extended into the future.

And that is what we all want. Re-
gardless of the scare tactics that,
granted, only a few used tonight, it
still, I think, is a shame.

Finally, on Social Security, let me
say we are not privatizing Social Secu-
rity. I defy my colleagues to find the
word ‘‘privatized’’ in this bill. Find it,
then we will talk about it. It is not in
there. We do not privatize Social Secu-
rity in this. What we are saying is we
are setting aside all of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund, just as we have in a
bipartisan way finally been able to ac-
complish over the last three budgets. I
think that is something we ought to
celebrate and not demagogue.

Finally, let me just say that we do
recognize that there are some concerns
about forecasting into the future, and
that is why we put a cushion into this
budget. After we set aside all the trust
funds, we set aside one additional trust
fund, one additional reserve, of $517 bil-
lion for that rainy day, for that cush-
ion.

We believe this is a responsible bal-
anced budget, and we urge its adoption.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, the Joint
Economic Committee has been granted the
authority to control one hour of the budget de-
bate since passage of the Full Employment
and Balanced Growth Act of 1978 authored by
Senator Hubert Humphrey and Congressman
Gus Hawkins. It is our duty to present views
on the current state of the U.S. economy and
provide input into the budget debate before
us.

I am proud to be here today to continue the
tradition begun by Senator Humphrey and
Congressman Hawkins.

The Budget before us is not one of which
those two men would be proud. Rather than
leading us down an economic path of bal-
anced growth and full employment, the budget
before us today has the real potential to dis-
mantle great strides made in our economy
during the past decade.

Each day we anxiously watch stock market
fluctuations highlight the fact that this budget
is far too dependent upon highly imprecise

economic forecasts. If the budget outlook
weakens and this bill has already become law,
the basic workings of government will be
greatly hindered by returning to the days of
budget deficits.

My key concerns with the budget before us
lie in three areas: (1) The $1.6 trillion in tax
cuts are too large, are weighted too heavily to-
ward those with upper incomes, and jeop-
ardize our government’s ability to continue
necessary funding levels for other important
national priorities such as educating our chil-
dren, defending our borders, and caring for
our sick; (2) The budget raids the Medicare
Trust Fund. Baby Boomers begin becoming el-
igible for Medicare in 2011. The time for pro-
tecting Medicare’s fiscal resources is now. The
budget before us fails that test; and (3) Drugs
are too integral a part of medical care today
for Medicare to continue to serve seniors ade-
quately unless we add a prescription drug
benefit. The budget before us fails to dedicate
any new dollars to a Medicare prescription
drug benefit.

A MATTER OF PRIORITIES: TAX BREAKS FOR THE
WEALTHY OVER OTHER NEEDED PRIORITIES

A budget is essentially a statement of prior-
ities and this budget makes abundantly clear
that the priority is tax cuts for the wealthy at
the expense of needed government spending
in other areas.

President Bush and his Congressional fol-
lowers have crafted a tax plan that on the sur-
face appears to have something for everyone
in order to help spur the economy. However,
upon closer inspection, it is quite clear that
there are many children left behind with the
GOP tax cuts, but a generous helping hand
offered to workers who earn over $373,000
annually.

First, I would like to dispel any notion that
the GOP tax plan will actually help spur the
current slowdown in the economy. The tax
breaks proposed thus far will only help spur
the economy if taxpayers see immediate relief
and if the tax breaks are distributed equitably
amongst all income groups. This will not hap-
pen under the tax plan passed by the Ways &
Means Committee. The economic stimulus will
happen when the tax cuts are fully phased-in.
In order to control the exorbitant cost of the
tax package, the Republicans can’t allow the
tax cuts to take full effect until 2006 or later.
Are my colleagues predicting an economic
slowdown five years from now?

Even if the tax beaks were to take full effect
much sooner, it is highly unlikely that the U.S.
would see much economic stimulation. The
bulk of the tax package benefits those in the
top 1% income group. Workers in the 1% in-
come group receive an average income of
$1.1 million annually and will receive an aver-
age tax break of $28,608 annually. These
folks will account for over thirty percent of the
tax revenues lost. Meanwhile, those workers
earning less than $27,000 will only see a mea-
ger tax break of $239 annually, comprising
only six percent of the lost tax revenues. We
cannot afford to spend trillions of dollars on a
tax benefit that is concentrated on the wealthi-
est income-earners.

The cost of these tax cuts eat up resources
that could otherwise be used for important
governmental programs that help many more
people. We can and should be increasing our
investment in education. President Bush has
made education one of his highest rhetorical
priorities. Unfortunately, this budget fails to fol-

low through with the resources necessary to
make great strides. In fact, it provides less
than half the average increase Congress has
granted Department of Education appropria-
tions for the last five years.

The budget before us today clearly dem-
onstrates a lack of commitment to our chil-
dren. Republicans reduce funds for the Child
Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) by
$200 million in 2002 and freeze funds after
2002. The child care provided through the
CCDBG is important to help poor families
move from welfare to work. At the moment,
the block grant only has enough money to
serve 12 percent of the eligible children. We
need more funding in this program, not less.
As Secretary of HHS Tommy Thompson said,
welfare reform does not come cheap.

The Republicans let Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families Supplemental Grants ex-
pire in 2001. Even worse, the Republican
budget encourages states to divert the remain-
ing federal funds to pay for state income tax
credits for charitable contributions. These
funds would otherwise provide critical welfare-
to-work services. Democrats Boost Title XX
Social Services Block Grant Funding in the
Democratic budget would allow an increase to
at least $2 billion in 2002.

And those are only a few examples of im-
portant domestic spending arenas where this
budget falls far short.

PROTECTING MEDICARE

Measurements of the solvency of the Part A
Trust Fund have been the long-standing
mechanism by which we’ve measured the
healthy of the Medicare program. Today, the
Part A Trust Fund enjoys the longest solvency
time period in the history of Medicare with in-
solvency now at 2029.

That should not be interpreted to mean all
is well with Medicare. We all know that is not
the case. In fact, starting in 2011, the baby
boom generation will begin becoming eligible
for Medicare benefits. That begins a major de-
mographic shift with far fewer workers sup-
porting far greater numbers of seniors on
Medicare. Today the ratio is approximately 3.4
workers per Medicare beneficiary. According
to the Medicare actuary, that number is pre-
dicted drop to about 2.1 workers per bene-
ficiary by 2029. All of this cries out for pro-
tecting every cent that we have in the Medi-
care Trust Fund and making changes to law to
ensure that more funds go into the Trust Fund
in the future. But, the budget before us does
the opposite.

Rather than protect the Trust Fund for the
future, this budget takes $153 billion—and
maybe more—directly out of the Medicare sur-
plus and allows those dollars to be spent on
a Medicare prescription drug benefit.

There are those on the other side of the
aisle who will argue that we’ve always dipped
into the Medicare Trust Fund in order to fi-
nance current government spending and that
this budget is no different. They are wrong.
When we have used Medicare’s surplus as a
funding source in the past, we have always
used surplus dollars on a loan basis—and
paid back those dollars with interest to the
Trust Fund. What the budget before us today
would do is use those dollars to fund a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit—meaning that
those dollars will forever disappear from their
intended purpose of funding hospital care for
future Medicare beneficiaries.

America’s hospitals are concerned about
this Medicare raid as well. In a letter dated
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March 16, the American Hospital Association,
the Association of American Medical Colleges,
the Catholic Health Association, the Federa-
tion of American Hospitals, the National Asso-
ciation of Public Hospitals and Health Sys-
tems, Premier, Inc., and VHA, Inc. all joined
together to send a letter to Congress stating:

While there is broad consensus that Medi-
care should include a prescription drug ben-
efit, we believe that this benefit should be
adequately funded; should not be financed
through trust fund reserves; and should not
be combined with a cap on the use of general
revenue. Doing so will not only accelerate
the insolvency of the Medicare Part A Trust
Fund, but will also jeopardize the ability of
health care providers to meet a rapidly in-
creasing demand for services.

Make no mistake about it. The dollars being
diverted from the Medicare Trust Fund in the
budget before us today will NEVER be re-
turned to the Trust Fund. They are being
spent elsewhere. And, that means that there
are fewer resources dedicated to Medicare’s
future. No ifs, ands, or buts about it.

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE

The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that Medicare beneficiaries will spend $1.5 tril-
lion on prescription drugs over the next ten
years. Medicare does not cover outpatient pre-
scription drugs. None of us would belong to a
health insurance plan that didn’t include pre-
scription drug coverage, but we continue to
leave the seniors without any Medicare cov-
erage of these necessary medical costs.

It is past time for us to add a prescription
drug benefit to Medicare. However, the budget
before us today provides no new dollars for a
Medicare prescription drug benefit. Instead, it
diverts needed dollars from the Part A Trust
Fund into an account which is being labeled
for use on a Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit by the Majority.

The Majority only makes $153 billion avail-
able over a ten-year period for a Medicare
prescription drug benefit. Most estimates indi-
cate that an adequate prescription drug benefit
could cost upward of $30 billion a year—and
a good benefit would cost much more—$153
billion over ten is only a drop in the bucket. It
is less than 1/10th the amount of money they
are willing to ‘‘invest’’ in tax breaks which will
have at best a questionable impact on the
economy and less than 1/10th of the what
CBO predicts will be spent on drugs for Medi-
care beneficiaries over the next 10 years. But,
we know full well that lack of prescription drug
coverage in Medicare is causing millions of
seniors to choose between needed medica-
tions and heat for their homes, and that failure
to cover these drugs also means increased
health care costs as people forgo the most ap-
propriate drug treatment because they cannot
afford it.

A portion of the $153 billion is dedicated to
the President’s ‘‘Immediate Helping Hand’’
program. Unfortunately, that program is nei-
ther immediate or much help. It would provide
grants to the states to enable them to cover
prescription drugs for low-income seniors.
However, the need for prescription drug cov-
erage is not just a low-income problem—it is
a middle class problem. And, states have
made abundantly clear that they do not want
to take on the burden of covering prescription
drugs for seniors. The National Governors As-
sociation states point blank that, ‘‘if Congress
decides to expand prescription drug coverage
to seniors, it should not shift that responsibility

or its costs to the states.’’ The Immediate
Helping Hand program has not been warmly
received by Congress either. To consider it
the method for moving forward on prescription
drugs in the budget just simply doesn’t make
sense.

Again, it comes down to priorities. If we
were to delete the estate tax provisions in the
budget before us, new estimates from the
Joint Committee on Taxation indicate we
would have more than $600 billion that could
be dedicated to a Medicare prescription drug
benefit and other important priorities. The Re-
publican estate tax proposal helps some
43,000 decedents of wealthy people. A Medi-
care prescription drug benefit would help 40
million seniors and disabled people. Over 90%
of the beneficiaries of the estate tax cut make
over $190,000 a year. The median income of
Medicare beneficiaries is $14,500. Who needs
more help?

For all of the reasons outlined above—and
many more I have not had time to elucidate—
I oppose this budget before us today. It fails
to appropriately prioritize the needs of our na-
tion and could put us back in the economic
ditch that the Reagan tax package created in
the 1980’s, and from which we only recently
emerged. During this time of unprecedented
surplus, we should be shoring up the federal
programs that people rely on, we should be in-
creasing our investment in education, we
should be improving the quality and availability
of child care in our nation, we should be cov-
ering prescription drugs through Medicare, and
doing much, much more. Instead, this budget
squanders projected resources on tax cuts
that disproportionately benefit the most well-off
and puts at risk our ability to finance important
government priorities now and in the future. I
urge my colleagues to vote no on the budget
before us.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I rise in my
capacity as the Ranking Democratic Member
on the Resources Committee to point out that
among the many worthy and valid reasons
why this budget resolution should be defeated
is the fact that it runs roughshod over last
year’s landmark bipartisan agreement on con-
servation program funding.

This agreement, often referred to as ‘‘CARA
light’’ but more formally as the Land Con-
servation, Preservation and Infrastructure Im-
provement Program was enacted as part of
the fiscal year 2001 Interior Appropriations
measure.

It seeks, in part, to keep faith with the origi-
nal purpose of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund by providing for a dedicated stream
of funds for federal land acquisition as well as
for State land and water conservation grants.

But it does more than that. Other eligible
programs for the $12 billion set-aside are
those which support historic preservation, the
Youth Conservation Corps, Payments In Lieu
of Taxes, the Forest Legacy Program, and
State Wildlife Grants among others.

The pending budget resolution, as does the
Bush Blueprint, would skim $2.7 billion from
the $12 billion agreed to only late last year to
help pay for tax cuts for the wealthy.

These are not touchy feely programs we are
talking about here. These are programs that
are extremely important to America and to
Americans. They are endeavors that are part
of our birthright and our destiny.

For by investing in America, and out natural
resource heritage, we are fulfilling what I be-

lieve is an obligation we have to future gen-
erations. And that obligation is that this gen-
eration, the current generation, will not con-
sume everything and leave nothing to our chil-
dren and our children’s children.

This budget resolution fails to meet that obli-
gation. It fails to meet our obligations to this
country in many other respects as well. So
again, I urge the defeat of the pending resolu-
tion.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I wish I
could say I was shocked and dismayed at the
budget proposal the Republicans have put be-
fore us today. Unfortunately, I am not
shocked. It is a typical Republican budget
which slashes funding for programs that help
the elderly, women, children and the public in-
terest in order to give a fat tax cut to their fat-
cat buddies.

Allow me, if you will, to give a brief synopsis
of this draconian document:

Cuts funding for land conservation; Cuts the
budget for environmental protection; Cuts
funding for the Department of Agriculture, in-
cluding the field offices which are there to help
our farmers, the engine of America’s pros-
perity since founding of our Republic. This
budget also fails to provide any emergency in-
come assistance for farmers; Cuts funding for
NASA; Cuts funding for renewable and alter-
native energy research and development. This
is the very research and development that
could hold the answers to today’s energy
shortage; Cuts funding for the Army Corps of
Engineers, the builders of America’s infrastruc-
ture; Cuts Federal support for the railroads;
Cuts funding for the Small Business Adminis-
tration; Cuts funding for Community Develop-
ment Block Grants; Cuts funding for the De-
partment of Justice, the agency charged with
enforcing our laws; Cuts funding for the Legal
Services Corporation; and Cuts funding for the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

Though that is the end of this year’s cuts, it
is not the end of the rascality

Republican CHRISTOPHER SMITH, Chairman
of the Veterans Affairs Committee, and Re-
publican LANE EVANS, Ranking Democrat on
the Veterans Affairs Committee, have stated
that, ‘‘$2.1 billion is the minimum needed to
keep the promises made to care for those who
risked their lives and answered this country’s
call in its hour of need.’’ This budget falls $1
billion short of this minimum.

The Budget only designates $135 billion for
a prescription drug benefit and Medicare re-
form. I would note to you that Representative
BILLY TAUZIN said, ‘‘everybody knows that fig-
ure is gone.’’ Additionally, CBO estimates that
last years Republican prescription drug bill
would cost well over $200 billion today.

Now that I have told you what this scan-
dalous budget does not do, I will tell you what
it does do.

Raids Medicare Part A’s trust fund
Threatens the solvency of Social Security

and Medicare
Mortgages our future based on a riverboat

gamble. Make no mistake, the projected sur-
plus is only a prediction 10 years into the fu-
ture.

This disgrace of a budget grossly
underfunds programs which deserve full fund-
ing and which the American people have told
us time and again are important to them.

You may ask why the Republicans have
created a budget which does not reflect Amer-
ica’s priorities, why they have produced such
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a dim-witted ‘‘financial plan.’’ I will be happy to
tell you why. Because they are determined to
give a massive and fiscally irresponsible tax
cut to their fat-cat buddies. Do not be fooled,
it is not working families who would benefit
from this tax cut, it is the top 1 percent.

I would ask you to vote against this out-
rageous plan.

Mr. KLECZKA. Madam Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to the Republican Budget
Resolution and to urge my colleagues to sup-
port the more sensible Democratic alternative.

The Republican Budget Resolution before
us calls for a massive $1.62 trillion tax cut. I
am troubled by this for a number of reasons.
First, the House is already on track to exceed
this figure.

The Ways and Means Committee has al-
ready reported out two bills that cut taxes by
almost $1.4 trillion. The Committee has yet to
consider the remaining pieces of the Presi-
dent’s tax cut plan, most notably the estate tax
repeal—which the Wall Street Journal today
reported would cost an astonishing $662.2 bil-
lion if made effective immediately.

This brings the price tag to over $2 trillion
without providing funds for making the Re-
search and Development tax credit permanent
or allowing non-itemizers to deduct charitable
contributions—both of which are included in
the President’s plan.

Secondly, I have serious concerns about
pinning such a large tax cut on a budget sur-
plus that may never materialize. Predicting so
far into the future is fraught with uncertainties,
especially in an economic downturn like we
are currently experiencing. Would any reason-
able person plan a vacation relying on a
weather forecast for year 2009 or 2011?

Furthermore, the American people have
been told that the tax cuts are necessary to
stimulate our economy right now.

Well, Madam Chairman, your budget plan
totally fails in this regard. Taxes are cut by
$5.8 billion this year, or 50 cents per day per
taxpayer—hardly a drop in the bucket of a $10
trillion dollar economy. This budget resolution
directs that two-thirds of the benefits be with-
held for 5 years.

An economic stimulus plan has been devel-
oped by our colleagues in the other body
which calls for an immediate $60 billion tax cut
for this year. This plan would achieve the goal
of pumping up the economy.

Finally, I would like to call attention to a se-
rious flaw contained within the Republican
Budget Resolution. This budget diverts $153
billion away from the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance fund under the guise of a yet-to-be-de-
termined prescription drug benefit. However,
this money is being raised to pay hospital
costs for current and future beneficiaries—it
can’t be spent twice. The resolution also ear-
marks another $240 billion in Medicare HI sur-
pluses to a contingent fund. We cannot allow
the Medicare Trust Fund to be used for other
purposes because it will dramatically shorten
the solvency of the Medicare Trust Fund. Our
Democratic Budget locks away the current
surpluses in both the Medicare and Social Se-
curity.

Madam Chairman, Congress must be pru-
dent and cautious when developing budgets
based on less-than certain surplus estimates.
We have the resources to give a responsible
tax cut to the American people and the Demo-
cratic plan does just that. I urge Members to
reject the Republican Budget Resolution and
support the Democratic substitute.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chairman,
today, Congress is debating the Fiscal Year
2002 Budget Resolution, a document that is
sadly, fraudulent.

Common sense dictates that budget fore-
casting should be realistic and conservative.
The document before us today is neither. The
projections used in this document are not only
widely optimistic, but also prone to extreme
error. If the Congressional Budget Office used
the same economic assumptions that the So-
cial Security Trustees use when forecasting
the future financial solvency of Social Security
and Medicare, the two largest government
programs, there would be no surplus. Despite
this fact, the majority has pressed ahead with
a financial plan that leaves no room for error,
leading us down a fiscally dangerous path.

The Majority has based spending decisions
on unrealistic spending assumptions. Four
years ago, I watched this Congress engage in
much backslapping and self-congratulating
after passing the last Balanced Budget Act of
1997. Almost immediately, Congress began to
wink and nod at spending limits imposed in
that bill, tortuously bending and breaking the
rules in order to claim spending limits had
been honored. Two years ago, Congress
dropped the charade, shattering spending lim-
its and effectively giving up on the 1997 act.
Now we are again holding down spending to
unrealistic levels. Even the Republican Chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee has al-
ready stated that the spending limits in the
legislation are not feasible.

The document before us today drastically
underfunds critical health, environment, and
veterans programs. As our country is facing
what the President and GOP claim is an en-
ergy crisis, they have proposed cutting funding
for the Department of Energy by 7 percent.
Energy conservation programs, the only truly
feasible solutions for helping us address the
short-term energy problems, are cut by nearly
10 percent. President Bush has repeatedly
called for improved spending on America’s
veterans, yet he under funds VA programs by
one billion dollars. Finally, this budget resolu-
tion cuts funding for environmental programs
by 11 percent. While this is consistent with the
Administration’s anti-environmental actions, it
threatens the important progress we’ve made
in environmental policy over the last decade.

The budget resolution before us is not a fi-
nancial blueprint, but rather a tax cut dressed
up as a budget outline. All of the optimistic
surplus assumptions and draconian cuts in
needed programs are simply a charade to
allow the President and my Republican col-
leagues to claim they can cut taxes and bal-
ance the budget. But they can not. This docu-
ment does not protect the Medicare trust fund
and triple counts the Social Security Trust
fund in order to fit the President’’s tax pro-
posal. The tax cuts described in this resolution
are heavily tilted to those who need help the
least and premised on questionable economic
forecasts.

Since coming to Congress in 19996, I have
based my fiscal policies on five basic prin-
ciples:

1. Fair tax relief for working Americans.
2. Honoring our promises to Social Security

and Medicare.
3. Paying down our $6 trillion national debt.
4. Avoiding future funding shortfalls.
5. Funding commitments to our children,

seniors, veterans, and the environment.

I believe these are important goals that
most of my colleagues share. Unfortunately,
the document we are debating today accom-
plishes none of these principles. Oregonians
have repeatedly told me they want to see
budget and tax policies that are fiscally pru-
dent and deal with for the challenges our
country faces. This resolution doesn’t and I
oppose it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time for general debate has expired.
Pursuant to the order of the House of
Thursday, March 22, 2001, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
NUSSLE) having assumed the chair,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Chairman pro tempore
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported
that that Committee, having had under
consideration the subject of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2002, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO SARA
ABERNATHY

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, at the
appropriate time we will, on both sides,
recognize our staffs, because although
we do the talking, they do the arduous
work that goes into this enormous task
of putting together a budget.

We have one particular staffer that I
want to recognize tonight. Late last
week, as we were working another
night well past midnight, I looked at
Sara Abernathy and I said, ‘‘When are
you due?’’ She said, ‘‘Next Wednes-
day.’’ I said, ‘‘For goodness sake, get
yourself home.’’

Well, the baby was not born Wednes-
day, it was born March 26 at 10:30 p.m.
It is a Democrat. And I would simply
like to say to Sara Abernathy, who has
worked arduously in putting this budg-
et together for us and for the good of
everybody, ‘‘Congratulations on the
birth and arrival of Nicholas Colum
Butler on March 26.’’

f

PERIODIC REPORT ON NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
UNITA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The SPEAKER pro tempore
laid before the House the following
message from the President of the
United States; which was read and, to-
gether with the accompanying papers,
without objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on International Relations:
To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 401(c) of the
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I transmit here-
with a 6-month periodic report on the
national emergency with respect to the
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National Union for the Total Independ-
ence of Angola (UNITA) that was de-
clared in Executive Order 12865 of Sep-
tember 26, 1993.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 27, 2001.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 2001

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that when
the House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow, Wednesday,
March 28, 2001.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO CO-
FOUNDERS OF ‘‘WOMEN OF TO-
MORROW’’

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, I congratulate news anchor Jennifer
Valoppi and Don Brown, president and
general manager of NBC 6, for out-
reaching to at-risk young women who
choose to further their educational
goals.

With the sponsorship of NBC 6, Jen-
nifer and Don cofounded Women of To-
morrow, a mentoring and scholarship
program for high-school-aged girls. The
women of Tomorrow mentoring pro-
gram currently operates in 17 schools
in South Florida, and by January of
next year, the program is expected to
operate in every public high school in
Miami, Dade and Broward Counties.

This year the program will award
several academic scholarships as well
as scholarships for books and supplies
for low-income, at-risk girls.

I applaud the devotion of mentors
Marita Srebnick, State Attorney
Kathy Fernandez-Rundle, Judge Judy
Kreeger, Attorney Sherry Williams,
and the many prominent women of
South Florida who dedicate their time
to help mold today’s young girls into
tomorrow’s leaders.

Madam Speaker, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in congratulating Jen-
nifer, Don, and NBC 6, and, indeed, all
of the women of tomorrow for contrib-
uting to the promise of our future and
for leaving a lasting legacy that is sure
to benefit all of society.

f

b 2145

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

CONGRATULATING BANGLADESH
ON ITS 30TH ANNIVERSARY OF
INDEPENDENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I
come to the House floor tonight to cel-
ebrate the anniversary of the struggle
the Bengalis went through to become
an independent nation 30 years ago on
March 26, 1971.

I visited Bangladesh a year ago with
President Clinton at this time and was
impressed with the progress that the
country has made. The people and the
government received us very warmly as
we visited the capital Dhaka and the
surrounding cities.

Madam Speaker, the independence of
Bangladesh was hard fought. In 1970, a
strong opposition within the masses
arose in east Pakistan against the in-
justices and discrimination levied on
the Bengali people. In the early spring
of 1971, Pakistani forces moved in and
ruthlessly tried to suppress the upris-
ing with death squads and indiscrimi-
nate killings. Indira Gandhi, the prime
minister of India, became very vocal in
her opposition to Pakistani oppression
and in 1971 the Indian army was sent in
to help the Bengali fighters.

In 12 days’ time, the Bengali libera-
tion force, with the help of the Indian
army, drove the Pakistani forces out of
the region and Bangladesh was born. I
salute the brave Bangla fighters, as
well as the soldiers of the Indian Army
who stood firm together to help the
dream of a free Bengal nation become a
reality.

Madam Speaker, U.S./Bangla rela-
tions have been developing positively
since Bangladesh’s declaration of a free
republic in 1972. Current U.S./Bangla
relations are excellent as demonstrated
in several visits to Washington by the
Bangladeshi premiers over the last 20
years.

In 1995, First Lady Hillary Clinton
visited Bangladesh. The current prime
minister of Bangladesh, Ms. Sheikh
Hasina, also visited the United States
in 1996 and 1997.

Relations between Bangladesh and
the United States have further
strengthened since the participation of
Bangla troops in the 1991 Gulf War Coa-

lition. The Bangladeshi soldiers also
served jointly with the 1994 multi-
national force in Haiti.

The current government of Prime
Minister Sheikh Hasina, elected in
June 1996, has indicated that it will
continue along the path of privatiza-
tion and open market reforms but
progress has been slow.

In the government’s first year, real
GDP growth of 5.7 percent and infla-
tion of 2.6 percent were the best figures
in the 1990s. We must collaborate in
many ways with Bangladesh and con-
tinue our aid package to Bangladesh,
and I want to congratulate my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CROWLEY) for starting the
Bangladeshi caucus.

I have joined the same and hope to
work with him for Bengali issues.

Under Madam Hasina, Bangladesh
pursues a positive foreign policy based
on friendship with all and malice to-
wards none. While relations between
the United States and Bangladesh are
good, clearly there is ample room for
improvement. One such area I believe
U.S./Bangla relations can be improved
is trade.

Madam Speaker, I would like to draw
your attention to the African-Carib-
bean trade initiative that was intro-
duced last year. The initiative gives
only textile industries in Africa and
the Caribbean duty free access to U.S.
markets. A stark reality has to be un-
derstood that presently Bangladesh de-
rives 76 percent of its foreign reserves
from these exports. Taking this market
away, most of which is the U.S. mar-
ket, would deal a very heavy blow to
the democracy of Bangladesh as it
struggles to improve the conditions of
its people.

Another important area where we
can help, and I think my colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY) again has drawn attention to this,
is the arsenic poisoning occurring in
the drinking water wells in the Nawab
Ganj district in Bangladesh. In the
early 1970s, UNICEF, in an attempt to
bring clean drinking water to the Ben-
gali people, dug two wells to access
shallow water ducts. At that time, ar-
senic testing was not conducted and
arsenic’s inherent slow-working poi-
sonous effects were not recognized.

I ask my colleagues to urge the cur-
rent administration to work on a long
lasting solution for this problem af-
fecting a great number of
Bangladeshis.

Madam Speaker, on this historic oc-
casion of Bangladesh’s 30th anniver-
sary of independence, we must show
our sincere appreciation for all that
Bangladesh is doing to improve itself
and express solidarity with its demo-
cratic principles of governments in
progress. I ask my fellow colleagues to
join me in celebrating this occasion in
wishing Bangladesh the very best of
success in the years to come.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-

VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H. CON. RES. 83, CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 2002

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–30) on the resolution (H.
Res. 100) providing for consideration of
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
83) establishing the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government
for fiscal year 2002, revising the con-
gressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2001, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2011, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CRENSHAW). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Mrs. WILSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

NATIVE HAWAIIAN EDUCATION
REAUTHORIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
ask for support of the Native Hawaiian Edu-
cation Reauthorization Act, which I have today
introduced with my colleague the Honorable
NEIL ABERCROMBIE.

The Native Hawaiian Education Act has
been in effect since 1988. Congress has rec-
ognized its special responsibilities to the na-
tive, indigenous peoples of the United States
by creating education programs to meet the
special needs of American Indians, Alaskan
Natives, and Native Hawaiians.

Programs supported with the modest appro-
priations provided under the Native Hawaiian
Education Act have helped to improve edu-
cational opportunities for Native Hawaiian chil-
dren, youth, and educators. Through the es-
tablishment of Native Hawaiian Education
Councils, the Act has given Native Hawaiians
a voice in deciding how to meet the critical
education needs of their community.

Native Hawaiian students begin their school
experience lagging behind other students in
terms of readiness factors, such as vocabulary
scores, and they score below national norms
on standardized education achievement tests
at all grade levels. In both public and private
schools, Native Hawaiian students are over-
represented among students qualifying for
special education programs provided to stu-
dents with learning disabilities. They have the
highest rates of drug and alcohol use in the
State of Hawaii. Native Hawaiian students are
under-represented in institutions of higher edu-
cation and among adults who have completed
four or more years of college.

Why are Native Hawaiian students so dis-
advantaged? The poor showing of Native Ha-
waiian students is inconsistent with the high
rates of literacy and integration of traditional
culture and Western education historically
achieved by Native Hawaiians through a Ha-
waiian language-based public school system
established in 1840 by King Kamehameha III.
But following the overthrow of the Kingdom of
Hawaii in 1893, by citizens and agents of the
United States, middle schools were banned.
After the United States annexed Hawaii,
throughout the territorial and statehood period
of Hawaii, and until 1986, use of the Hawaiian
language as an instructional medium in edu-
cation in public schools was declared unlawful.
This declaration caused incalculable harm to a
culture that placed a very high value on the
power of language, as exemplified in the tradi-
tional saying:

I ka ‘ōlelo nō ke ola; I ka ‘ōlelo nō ka
make

In the language rests life, In the language
rests death.

Our nation must make amends for the ter-
rible damage that has been done to the Native
Hawaiian people since the overthrow of the
Hawaiian monarchy by military force in 1893.
From 1826 until 1893, the United States had
recognized the Kingdom of Hawaii as a sov-
ereign, independent nation and accorded her
full and complete diplomatic recognition. Trea-
ties and trade agreements had been entered
into between these two nations. In 1893, a
powerful group of American businessmen en-
gineered the overthrow with the use of U.S.
naval forces.

Queen Liliuokalani was imprisoned and over
1.8 million acres of lands belonging to the
crown, referred to as crown lands or ceded
lands, were confiscated without compensation
or due process.

A Presidential commission, led by Con-
gressman James Blount declared that the
takeover was an illegal act by the U.S. gov-
ernment. The U.S. Minister of Hawaii, John
Stevens, was recalled. President Grover
Cleveland sent a message to Congress calling
the takeover an act of war committed by the
United States against another sovereign na-
tion and called for the restoration of the mon-
archy. This request was ignored by the Con-
gress.

I say that the takeover was illegal because
there was no treaty of annexation. There was
no referendum of consent by the Native Ha-
waiian people. In recent years, we have
learned that in the vaults of the National Ar-
chives is a 556-page petition dated 1897–
1898 protesting the annexation of Hawaii by
the United States. The petition was signed by
21,259 Native Hawaiian people; a second peti-
tion was signed by more than 17,000 people.

Historians advise that this number constitutes
nearly 100 percent of the native population at
the time. Their voice was totally ignored.

Since the overthrow of the Kingdom and up
until the present, Native Hawaiians have suf-
fered from high rates of poverty, poor health
status, low educational attainment, and high
rates of alcohol and drug abuse and incarcer-
ation. By 1919, the Native Hawaiian popu-
lation had declined from an estimated
1,000,000 in 1778 to 22,600. In recognition of
this severe decline and the desperate situation
of the native people of Hawaii, Congress en-
acted the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act,
which returned 200,000 acres of land con-
fiscated by the federal government (out of the
total of 1.8 million acres stolen) to the Native
Hawaiian people as an act of contrition.

Unfortunately, the lands that were returned
were in places where no one else lived or
wanted to live. They were in the most remote
areas of the islands. Relegated to isolation,
without infrastructure, with no access to jobs,
Native Hawaiians live today in segregated res-
ervations, much like Indian tribes. Their cur-
rent despair and conditions of poverty is due
to this forced isolation.

Progress has been made over the years,
even with the modest funding provided under
the Native Hawaiian Education Act. One of the
outstanding successes of the program is the
dramatic increase in the number of young
people who are fluent in the Native Hawaiian
language. Once a dying language spoken only
in isolated Native Hawaiian communities, pri-
marily by elders, the Hawaiian language is
now taught through a number of immersion
programs, beginning in kindergarten and con-
tinuing through high school. The University of
Hawaii at Hilo now has a program for a Mas-
ters’ degree in Native Hawaii Language and
Literature—the first program in the United
States focusing on a Native American Lan-
guage.

It is important to note that Congress does
not extend services to Native Hawaiians be-
cause of their race, but because of their
unique status as the indigenous people of a
once-sovereign nation with whom the United
States has a trust relationship. The political
status of Native Hawaiians is comparable to
that of American Indians and Alaskan Natives.

Justice requires that the United States fulfill
its trust obligations to Native Hawaiians who
lost everything at the time of their annexation.
The $28 million authorized for Native Hawaiian
education programs in this bill can’t begin to
make up for the loss of a nation.

I call upon my colleagues to support the re-
authorization of the Native Hawaiian Education
Act and justice for the Native Hawaiian peo-
ple.

f

PRESIDENT BUSH’S EDUCATION
PLAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. KELLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, as the
only Member of Congress from Florida
on the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, I am proud to be an
original cosponsor of President Bush’s
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this important education re-
form legislation. This legislation will
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do three key things. First, we will in-
vest an additional $5 billion in reading
over the next 5 years for children in
grades K through 2. This is critical
since right now 70 percent of the fourth
graders in our inner-city schools can-
not read at basic levels.

Second, we will require the States to
conduct annual tests in grades 3
through 8 in reading and mathematics.
This is critical to ensure that none of
our children somehow fall through the
cracks. How many times have we
turned on the television only to see a
college athlete explain that he is not
able to read even though he somehow
graduated from high school?

We are going to put a stop to that
right here, right now in this Congress.

Third, in exchange for pumping his-
toric levels of money into our public
education system, we are going to in-
sist on accountability. There must be a
safety valve for students who are
trapped in persistently failing schools.
Therefore, if a school continues to fail
for 3 consecutive years, the student is
going to have the option of staying in
that school and receiving $1,500 to use
toward tutoring or he could transfer to
a public school or he could transfer to
a charter school or even a private
school if that is in his best interest.

Now why do I support this legisla-
tion? Because I know it will make a
meaningful difference in the lives of
young people, and it will ensure that
every child in this great country of
ours will have the opportunity, wheth-
er he is rich or poor, to get a first class
education.

Now how do I know this to be true?
Because we have already implemented
these same principles, measuring per-
formance and demanding account-
ability, in the great State of Florida.
What happened as a result? We went
from having 78 F-rated schools based
on low test scores to only 4 F schools
in the course of only a year.

Let me give you two examples. First,
in my district of Orlando, Florida,
there is a school called Orlo Vista Ele-
mentary School. At this school, 92 per-
cent of the children are from low-in-
come families and they are entitled to
receive the free hot lunch program.
Eighty-six percent of the students are
minorities. This school was rated as an
F school by the State of Florida based
on abysmally low test scores.

However, after measuring the stu-
dents’ performance, pumping Federal
title I dollars into the school, along
with local school board money and
State dollars, we were able to make
sure that we cured the problem and
that all children were able to read,
write and perform math appropriately.
As a result, the school went from hav-
ing 30 percent of the children pass a
standardized test in 1 year to over 79
percent of the students being able to
pass that same test a year later. It is
no longer an F school.

Earlier this month, I had the pleas-
ure of taking our U.S. Secretary of
Education, Rod Paige, on a personal

tour of this same Orlo Vista Elemen-
tary School in Orlando. I wanted him
to see firsthand why the school was
successful. I took him into a reading
lab, and while there he observed a little
6-year-old African-American boy read-
ing. This is a child who, 1 month ear-
lier, was having problems with reading
and was set apart.

The student-teacher ratio for this
child was one-to-one. As he leaned over
the shoulder watching this little child
read, he was blown away and so im-
pressed. This child was flying through
that book, reading as well as most
adults that I know.

We were making a difference. We
caught the problem and solved it with
a one-to-one student/teacher ratio.

This particular situation in Orlando
was not unique. For example, at Dixon
Elementary School, which is up in the
Panhandle in Escambia County, an-
other F-rated school existed because of
persistently failing test scores. Yet in
one year, after implementing similar
legislation in Florida, we saw the stu-
dents go from only 28 percent being
able to pass a standardized test to this
year over 94 percent passing that same
test.

I genuinely believe that we can rep-
licate the same success that we have
had in Florida all across the United
States by passing the No Child Left Be-
hind Act of 2001, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this important edu-
cation reform legislation.

f

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I want to
first of all start my remarks this
evening by commending the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, my
friend, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE), as well as our ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT), given the
collegiality and the civility that they
have demonstrated in the course of
putting together a budget resolution,
whether it was the work that they spe-
cifically were involved with on the
committee in putting together the
package that we started debate on to-
night and will finish tomorrow but also
the conduct of the debate that we saw
here this evening. I think they dem-
onstrated by their leadership that we
can have some real differences of opin-
ion on what the best direction is that
we should be taking for the sake of the
country, have differences of opinion in
regards to what the budget resolution
should look at but do so in a civil man-
ner. I think that was demonstrated
here this evening.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to take this
time, along with a few of my colleagues
from the new Democratic Coalition, to
continue the discussion that we are

having on the budget resolution this
evening. This is a very important time
in the legislative process of this session
of Congress because it is the budget
resolution that establishes the broad
frameworks that we will be filling in
the spaces and the details throughout
the course of this legislative year that
will set the tone in regards to many of
these programs, the size of tax cuts,
the commitment to debt reduction, the
commitment to trying to preserve and
protect Medicare and Social Security
for future generations. We want to de-
vote a little bit more time this evening
in regards to where we see things going
as part of the new Democratic Coali-
tion.

It is a coalition that comprises
roughly 80 Members now within the
Democratic Caucus. We believe in pro
growth strategies. We believe in the ne-
cessity to reduce the national debt. We
believe in tax relief for working fami-
lies, and we believe that there are also
some very crucial investments that we
need to make collectively as a nation
in order to see the type of economic
progress and the expansion of economic
opportunities, not just in the coming
year but for future years.

Many of us have some severe reserva-
tions in regards to the Republican
budget resolution that has been sub-
mitted; not the least of which is that
the cornerstone of what they are offer-
ing is a very large, very sizable tax cut
that is based on economic forecasts not
this fiscal year or even next year but
over the next 10 years.

Many of us believe that if surpluses
do, in fact, materialize during the
course of future years, and many of us
hope that they will, that the economy
will remain strong; that the current
projections will prove accurate; that
this is an excellent time for us to get
serious on national debt reduction; to
be serious about finding some long-
term bipartisan solutions to preserve
Medicare, Social Security; deal with
the rising crisis that we have in this
Nation in regards to the cost of pre-
scription drugs, while also being able
to deliver a responsible tax relief pack-
age that all Americans will benefit
from.

b 2200

That is where our major point of con-
tention is with the Republican pro-
posal. We believe in tax relief like they
do, but we would like to see tax relief
that is done in a responsible and fair
manner.

There have been a lot of numbers
bandied about during the course of this
evening and undoubtedly they will
again tomorrow; but basically, the cor-
ner of the budget resolution that the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) and
his committee has reported out calls
for a $1.6 trillion tax cut over 10 years.
To be honest, this is not tax relief that
will happen this year or to any great
extent next year; but most of the tax
relief that they are talking about is
backloaded severely to the 6th, 7th,
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8th, 9th year from now. They have to
do that for one simple reason: we do
not have the surpluses and no one is
predicting that the surpluses will be
generated within the next 5 years, at
least, in order to pay for a tax cut of
that magnitude, so they have to
backload it, hoping that the surpluses
will, in fact, materialize 8, 9, 10 years
from now.

Now, the average person in my dis-
trict knows what is going on with this
game. In fact, many of them are highly
suspicious of these 10-year forecasts.
They know that this is very specula-
tive, these forecasts that are being
bandied about right now, that no one
can predict with any degree of cer-
tainty what the economy is going to be
doing next year let alone what it will
be doing 8, 9, 10 years from now. In
fact, it has been said that God created
economists in order to make weather
forecasters look good. That is exactly
what we are talking about, when we
are talking about economic forecasts
and projected budget surpluses that
may or may not materialize 7, 8, 9
years from now.

There was a lot of talk earlier this
evening that this tax cut they are of-
fering does not even compare to the
size of the tax relief that President
Kennedy introduced back in 1960, that
Ronald Reagan had introduced with his
economic plan back in 1981, and per-
haps in real dollar terms, the size of it
does not compare. However, there is
one very important significant dif-
ference, and that is the context in
which these tax cut proposals were of-
fered back in 1960, 1981, and today. Be-
cause I submit that back in 1960 and
1981, they were looking at an entirely
different economic and demographic
situation than we are today.

We could afford to take a chance
back in 1960 and 1981 to pass large tax
cuts because of two very important
reasons. One was that we did not at
that time have a $5.7 trillion national
debt staring us in the face that is
draining precious resources from the
Federal budget every year just on the
interest payments that we are making
on our national debt, which totaled
over $220 billion alone in the last fiscal
year. That money is money that could
be better spent for tax relief, for in-
stance, for investments in education,
in math and science programs and
basic scientific and medical research in
this country, but it is not. It is not be-
cause there is a large $5.7 trillion na-
tional debt that we have to make inter-
est payments on, which comprises
roughly the third largest spending pro-
gram in the entire Federal budget.

But back in 1960, they were still
keeping the budget in relative balance.
In fact, during the decade of the 1960s,
they were exercising fiscal discipline
and responsibility by maintaining
budgets that were within balance. In
fact, the last time before the 1990s that
we had a balanced budget in this coun-
try was 1969, LBJ’s last budget that he
submitted in his last year in office.

Also, back in 1981 we were not looking
at a $5.7 trillion national debt. I believe
back then the national debt was rough-
ly $1 trillion as opposed to what we are
facing today.

So there is a significant difference
between what we are calling for today
and what the circumstances that ex-
isted back then were.

The other significant difference too
is that they were not at that time fac-
ing a demographic time bomb waiting
to explode. By that I mean the aging
population that we have in this coun-
try, the baby boomers who are all
going to start to retire at approxi-
mately the same time early next dec-
ade entering the Medicare and the So-
cial Security programs, bringing in-
credible fiscal pressure to bear if we
cannot find long-term reforms for
those programs, and that is something
that I feel is getting lost in this debate.
There is so much focus on the next 10
years which do look relatively opti-
mistic when we look at budget situa-
tions, economic forecasts; but what is
missing in the debate is what the sec-
ond 10 years are going to look like in
this century, and that is where I am
afraid things are going to come home
to roost.

Mr. Speaker, if we make bad deci-
sions today, if we gamble on these pro-
jected surpluses today, lock in on large
tax cuts that do not materialize, find-
ing ourselves in a position of not being
able to afford them, going back to a se-
ries of years as we just came out of
during the 1980s and early 1990s of an-
nual structural deficits, adding to,
rather than reducing, our national
debt, I am very concerned then about
our children’s capacity and our grand-
children’s capacity to deal with that
type of fiscal situation that they will
be asked to have to deal with. That is
a significant difference.

Just to tell my colleagues briefly
how tenuous these forecasts really are,
even according to the Congressional
Budget Office that is offering these
numbers that a lot of people are basing
the tax cuts upon, they are telling us
that if we are off by just one-tenth of 1
percent of GDP growth over the next 10
years, that translates into $250 billion
of surplus that we will be off. So if we
are off by even a half a percentage
point on GDP growth in 10 years, that
is roughly $1.5 trillion that we will be
off with our surplus calculations,
which I think is very speculative and
very risky at this time.

The demographic aspect of what is
happening I think is equally compel-
ling. Let me show this graph briefly.
Everyone in the House realizes that
over half of the projected surplus is
surplus that is generated by the sur-
pluses in both the Social Security and
the Medicare trust fund. We are col-
lecting more than what is needed to go
out in Social Security and Medicare.
This is a great time in order to
download the national debt so we are
in a better position to deal with the
baby boom generation’s retirement.

This graph illustrates what the next
10, 20, 30 years are going to look like in
regards to those surpluses in the Social
Security Trust Fund. Over the next 10
years, we are running some surpluses;
and to a large extent, this budget reso-
lution is based on those surpluses. But
what has not been discussed in any
great detail is what the second 10 years
and beyond look like in the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund. We are going to
have some unfunded liabilities that are
going to come due starting early next
decade with the baby boomers starting
to retire. That black ink, red on this
chart, suddenly turns into a sea of red
ink that we need to come to grips with.

Mr. Speaker, this is as good a time as
any for us to start looking in
generational terms when we start mak-
ing some of these budget decisions that
we now have. Most of the decisions
that I make when it comes to the budg-
et and the fiscal policies that we pass,
I try to make through the eyes of my
two little boys who are just 4 and 2. I
could not think of anything more pat-
ently unfair to do to them and their
economic future than to saddle them
with a large national debt because we
did not have the courage to do some-
thing about it when we had a chance,
or to make it more difficult for them
to deal with an aging population in
this country, when we have an oppor-
tunity with economic forecasts and
surpluses that hopefully will mate-
rialize, to make the reforms that are
needed to preserve and protect Social
Security and Medicare, to make sure
that we pass a prescription-medication
component in this year’s budget, to
download the national debt as much as
we can humanly do so that we are in a
better position next decade of dealing
with some of these other fiscal chal-
lenges that we are going to face, as
well as making the crucial investments
that need to be made in education pro-
grams, job training programs, research
into medicine and the sciences, and a
greater emphasis on math and science
in the country generally.

So this is hopefully something that
will be discussed in greater detail in
the coming weeks as we develop the
budget, in the coming months as we
work on the budget details, because
way too much emphasis, I am afraid, is
being placed on economic forecasts
that are so far out into the future that
I would venture to guess that no one
really, in all honesty, would be willing
to bet their own personal finances on
the realization of those forecasts
today, when there is so much uncer-
tainty in the air.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT), my good friend, who I serve
with on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, one of the foremost
leaders on emphasizing the importance
of math and science and scientific re-
search on budget issues.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin. I would
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like to pick up on a point that the gen-
tleman made. The Congressional Budg-
et Office, not a Democratic organiza-
tion nor, for that matter, a Republican
organization, has talked about the un-
certainty in the budget projections;
and they have made it clear that what
looks like a surplus in some of the fu-
ture years could actually be a deficit.

Now, we have a surplus today, an
honest-to-goodness surplus, and the
projections that tell us that we will
have a net surplus to work with of
more than $5 trillion have been gone
over by lots of experts; and these pro-
jections are every bit as good, I would
say, as the projections of several years
ago that said we would be in deficit
right now. So we should keep that in
mind.

But the Democratic alternative budg-
et that calls for paying down more debt
and somewhat smaller tax cuts is ar-
rived at not out of fear. This is not a
fear of that uncertainty; this is not an
eat-your-spinach austerity budget. No.
We are trying to do, really, what the
other side has said, which is to put
more money in the pockets of the peo-
ple of America, of the working fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, we want to give a tax
cut, not like the Republicans, one that
pays off 6 or 8 or 11 years from now;
and we want to pay down the debt. We
would pay down the debt as rapidly as
possible, more rapidly than the major-
ity’s budget.

This is not only the responsible thing
to do, but it is important in dem-
onstrating that our government has
fiscal discipline, financial discipline.
This leads to greater investor con-
fidence and greater consumer con-
fidence, lower interest rates, and that
alone would put more money in the
pockets of Americans, every home-
owner getting a mortgage, every farm-
er buying a combine, every student
with a student loan, every small busi-
nesswoman raising capital. And if we
add to that the fact that what we are
trying to do is to create a budget that
leads to productivity growth, produc-
tivity growth that powers our economy
leads to people having jobs. If we are
going to have that productivity
growth, we need a smart, well-trained
workforce and we need new ideas.

Quite simply, we need to invest in
education and we need to invest in re-
search and development. In both of
those areas, our budget does a better
job than the majority party’s budget.
Mr. Speaker, in other words, we want
to invest in teacher recruitment,
teacher training, smaller class sizes,
Pell Grants that will help everyone
have the advantage of a college edu-
cation. The Republican budget quite
simply shortchanges the American peo-
ple in education and in research.

So the Democratic budget is not an
austerity budget. By paying down the
debt, by investing in education and re-
search, we are convinced that we will
have a richer country; and that, I
think, has been lost in the debate to-

night. Yes, we can talk about who is
spending more on this program and
who is spending more on that program,
but what we think we will end up with
here is a program that is more fiscally
responsible because we do not commit
money over the long term when there
is uncertainty in the projections, and
we invest in those things that are nec-
essary to have the economic growth
that we need.

I thank the gentleman for putting to-
gether this discussion. There are a lot
of differences in what the majority
budget has and what we propose to do.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman’s comments tonight. He
makes a very valid point, one that will
just take a second to emphasize again,
and that is that Chairman Greenspan,
whether he deserves it or not, has re-
ceived a lot of credit in regards to the
economic circumstances in the coun-
try. A lot of people listen to what he
has to say; and he has consistently
since day one, when he comes before
the Committee on the Budget or the
Committee on Financial Services testi-
fying, emphasizes debt reduction, talk-
ing about the merits of debt reduction,
how it will help the Federal Reserve in-
terest rates, which is really the true
economic stimulus in the economy; by
making it cheaper for businesses to in-
vest capital in their business, create
more jobs, increase worker produc-
tivity. Then the average worker is
going to see financial relief through
lower interest rates, lower mortgage
payments, car payments, credit card
payments and, as the gentleman men-
tioned earlier, student loan payments
will be cheaper to do. That is real
money in real people’s pockets as well,
so there is a lot of value to continuing
to emphasize debt reduction.

b 2215

If the gentleman will yield, the
Democrats would retire all redeemable
public debt by 2008. The Republicans’
budget would not.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, that is a
very important point, a very important
difference between the competing
budget resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my good
friend, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. PRICE), one of the true au-
thority figures when it comes to budg-
etary matters here in the House of
Representatives.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I would like to begin by picking up
on the point our colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, was making
about debt retirement. It seems
strange to see our Republican col-
leagues arguing that, really, we had
better not retire too much debt. After
years and years and years of piling up
debt and red ink and deficit spending,
here we finally see the light of day. We
are running modest surpluses, and we
have the opportunity to reduce that
mountain of debt.

Let us remind ourselves, that debt is
not just an abstract number, that debt
is costing this country over $200 billion
a year in interest payments alone.
Think what we could do with that
money. Think of the more profitable
public and private investments that
could be made with that over $200 bil-
lion. We need to systematically and in
a disciplined way get that debt paid
down.

It seems to me that our Republican
friends are making a couple of mis-
takes. In the first place, they are un-
derestimating how much of that debt
we can pay down over the next 10 years
without incurring unreasonable pen-
alties.

Then, secondly, they are using a de-
vice in their budget which they call a
reserve fund, but they at the same time
are making commitments that almost
certainly will spend down that reserve
fund: increases in defense spending, ag-
ricultural assistance. Goodness knows,
they are not even taking any account
of the kinds of farm payments we have
had to make in recent years.

They are promising us a prescription
drug coverage under Medicare. How
much of that is it going to take for
those reserve funds to vanish and,
therefore, even less debt reduction to
be achieved?

It seems to me that the approach we
are taking in the Democratic alter-
native is far more reasonable, far more
responsible. We are reducing the debt
by a good deal more than our Repub-
lican friends. At the same time, we are
taking more realistic account of the
investments that they and we say that
we are going to have to make.

Instead of the Republican approach,
which has been to shout through a tax
cut here mainly benefiting the wealthi-
est people in this country, and then
say, well, we will figure out a few
months later what the rest of the budg-
et looks like, our approach on the
Democratic side has been to roughly
take one-third of the surplus and say
we are going to commit that to a dis-
ciplined paying down of the national
debt, beyond what we are already doing
with the Social Security surplus, which
is applied to debt reduction and to the
long-term future of Social Security.

We take another one-third of the sur-
plus and say we are going to apply that
to tax relief. That is a large tax cut,
and one from which this country will
benefit.

Then we take the remaining third
and apply it to investments which real-
ly both parties have committed to, in
strengthening defense, providing a pre-
scription drug benefit under Medicare,
investing in education, investing in re-
search.

I do want to return to what our col-
league said about the National Science
Foundation, an important component
of that. We will be investing in roads
and transit. Goodness knows, my dis-
trict in North Carolina is well aware of
the need for that investment.
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It will be one-third, one-third, one-

third, a balanced program of debt re-
tirement, tax relief, and targeted, pru-
dent investments. It seems to me that
is a sound basis on which to proceed. I
very much hope that before this proc-
ess is over, that is the kind of process
that we can all be part of.

Mr. KIND. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s insight in this matter. Obvi-
ously, he has been directly involved in
the creation of many budgets, and ana-
lyzing them as a member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

I think that is one of the great dif-
ferences between the Democratic alter-
native and what the majority is offer-
ing this week, is that we are taking a
more balanced approach on projected
surpluses.

First of all, we are hedging our bets
a little bit. We are saying a lot of the
surplus is speculative. Let us be hon-
est, over two-thirds of the projected
surplus will not even happen, if at all,
until 6, 7, 8 years from now, so there is
not a lot of wiggle room right now.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. If the
gentleman will yield, well over two-
thirds of that projected surplus is more
than 5 years out. There have been a
number of analysts in recent days that
have pointed out the ominous fall in
the stock market and what that will do
to capital gains receipts, and the effect
that will have on the projected sur-
pluses.

Then look at what is happening in
the States. In my State of North Caro-
lina, and I understand something like
half the States, the budget is taking a
dive. The economic situation is dete-
riorating. We hope that that does not
become worse, but surely it would be
foolish for us to ignore those signs in
projecting our Federal surplus.

Mr. KIND. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, I agree with the gentleman
wholeheartedly, even in the State of
Wisconsin, where we are following on
the heels of a big tax cut that was just
enacted, and now we are looking at a
revenue shortfall of over 600 million to
$1 billion in the next biennium. This is
a consistent theme now from State to
State to State from perhaps ill-consid-
ered economic gains in the coming
years.

In just looking at the Republican
budget resolution, to be honest, there
are some smoke and mirrors being
played here. If anyone believes they are
only going to go with a 2 percent de-
fense increase in this budget, take the
fact that they are not allocating any
money at all to a missile defense pro-
gram, when we know the Bush adminis-
tration has made this one of their top
priorities, and missile defense can be
extremely costly; or calling for an 8
percent real budget cut in agriculture
programs when we know we are in the
middle of an agriculture depression
right now. We have seen the farm relief
packages that have passed this Con-
gress with bipartisan support in the
last few years. It is just not realistic

with the American people or honest
with the American people on what
their true spending costs are going to
be in the budget.

The point I was making earlier is
that back in 1981, we could afford to
make a mistake. We could afford to
take a gamble on passing a large tax
cut plan that President Reagan was ad-
vocating. He was also advocating a
large increase in defense spending.
That is, in fact, what happened. So if
we couple a large tax cut with a large
increase in spending, that is what oc-
curred within the 1981 economic plan.
It led to a decade of annual deficits,
which led to the $5.7 trillion of na-
tional debt that we now have and that
we are wrestling with and trying to dig
ourselves out from under.

Back then we could have an oppor-
tunity to recover from that type of fis-
cal mistake that was made. I am not
confident at all that if we go down the
same road, that we can recover in time
for the baby-boom generation’s retire-
ment.

President Bush was here in the well
not too long ago quoting Yogi Berra
saying, ‘‘When you come to a fork in
the road, take it.’’ Yogi Berra was also
famous for saying, ‘‘This is deja vu all
over again.’’ What they are offering in
their budget resolution, with the large
tax cut plus what will inevitably lead
to a large increase in spending, espe-
cially in the defense area, and there
will be bipartisan support for defense
modernization, is a redo of the 1981 eco-
nomic plan that led to the $5.7 trillion
of national debt that we are trying to
recover from, which resulted in the
1990s, in the Clinton administration, of
putting together budget packages that
would get us the balance, and then
start running these surpluses.

So I hope we do not repeat the mis-
takes of the past, and we learn from
what happened then so we can better
prepare for the challenges of the fu-
ture.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. If the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
cannot imagine that with the surpluses
that we are running now, and seeing
the baby boom retirement ahead and
the implications that has for Social Se-
curity and Medicare, I cannot imagine
that we would not want to get that na-
tional debt reduced down to the abso-
lute minimum so we do not have this
$200-plus billion in debt service each
year awaiting us now, and so that we
are in a better position to meet that
challenge when it arises.

It is just incredible in this context to
be saying, let us not pay down the debt
too much. As one of our colleagues
said, it is like a 400-pound man decid-
ing he had better not go on a diet lest
he become anorexic. That is not really
our problem. Our problem right now is
to systematically and in a disciplined
way pay down that national debt, get
that debt service off our back, get our-
selves in a strengthened position to
meet the challenges that surely lie
ahead.

Mr. KIND. I could not agree with the
gentleman more. Interestingly enough,
that is the feedback I constantly hear
from my constituents in western Wis-
consin. They look at me and say,
‘‘What are you guys doing out in Wash-
ington?’’ Because they kind of view
these Federal budget terms the same
way they look at their own family fi-
nances. If there is debt they are respon-
sible for, they understand they have a
responsibility for taking care of that
first before they embark on new spend-
ing programs or large new tax cuts.
That seems to be the overwhelming,
clear preference for the people living
back home in Wisconsin.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a good friend
and someone who has some very strong
opinions with regard to this budget res-
olution.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
and my colleagues for being here to-
night to talk about this budget resolu-
tion. At last it seems like we are going
to be discussing at least the beginnings
of an overall budget resolution with a
few numbers; not a lot of numbers, not
the kind of detail that apparently we
may not see until May or June, but at
least we are starting to engage in an
important debate here.

I want to follow up on what the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND) have been saying
about the need to pay down the na-
tional debt and to meet our respon-
sibilities. That word ‘‘responsibilities’’
seems to have been lost in terms of our
friends on the Republican side of the
aisle as they get into the debate on
this budget resolution.

We have several responsibilities. I am
struck by one in particular. That is the
responsibility to meet the authorized
Federal share of funding for special
education. This is a program that was
created in 1975, and within a few years
the Congress authorized the Federal
Government to pay up to 40 percent of
the cost of special ed.

I suspect that it is as true in Wis-
consin as it is in Maine. When I go out
and talk to educators in Maine, the
business people involved in education,
the teachers, the superintendents, the
members of the school boards, their
number one concern, their number one
request, is full funding of the Federal
share of special education.

In Maine, that would be an additional
$60 million per year. It is a huge
amount of money. Yet, in our districts,
over and over again, the local taxes
and State taxes are being used to pick
up the abdication of the Federal Gov-
ernment for its responsibility to fund
special education. So local money and
State money is being put into edu-
cating special ed students, and a good
many of our regular students are find-
ing that they do not have textbooks.
They are in classes that are too large,
and they are in schools that are run-
down.
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Before we have dessert first with a

tax cut of this size, we really ought to
meet our responsibilities. We ought to
pay down a larger share of the national
debt, and we ought to fully fund special
education.

Today I went before the Committee
on Rules with a proposed amendment
that I hope will be approved to come to
the floor tomorrow, but I cannot count
on that, an amendment that would
take this historic opportunity to fully
fund the Federal portion of special edu-
cation. It would mean an additional $11
billion. It has nothing to do with a new
program. This is an old program that
deserves a new promise, or, rather, the
fulfillment of an old promise to fully
fund special education.

That sum, $11 billion, is something
we could not have conceived of except
for this year, only with the kinds of
projected surpluses that we see in front
of us.

I believe that we have the right ap-
proach. We can have a tax cut about
half the size of what the President pro-
poses, and if we do that, we can do a
Medicare prescription drug benefit, we
can fully fund special education, and
we will still have close to $800 billion
to shore up Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, and to have some sort of cushion
against the possibility that these pro-
jections just will not work out as they
are projected to be now.

b 2230

We need balance.
The final thing I would say is this:

the President came up to the State of
Maine last Friday, and he made his
usual pitch. To hear him describe and
to hear our friends on the other side of
the aisle describe what is going on,
they say, well, we have met our respon-
sibilities, and we have a trillion dollars
contingency fund, which my colleagues
and I know is not there; and then they
say we are dealing with the money that
is left over.

Mr. Speaker, I ask, does anyone in
the country believe that the Presi-
dent’s last priority is tax cuts? We all
know that is the first priority. That is
where the money is coming from. As
the American people begin to under-
stand, as they see real numbers, they
will realize that a tax cut of $1.6 tril-
lion is so large that we cannot deal
with other priorities fully funding old
programs like special ed or dealing
with new emergencies like the high
cost of prescription drugs for our sen-
iors.

It seems to me we have to take ac-
count of the fact, as all of my col-
leagues have been saying, that we do
not know that these projections will
come in as promised or as projected
and, therefore, we have got to be dis-
ciplined.

This is the time to shore up Social
Security and Medicare, to prepare for a
future when we will have more claim-
ants in those programs and be respon-
sible about our budgeting. The Repub-
lican budget resolution is not respon-

sible and, therefore, it should be re-
jected.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to commend the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) for the leadership that he
has provided this House in regards to
getting this Congress to live up to the
Federal Government’s responsibility
for funding special education costs.

The gentleman mentioned the 40 per-
cent level where we should be, but I do
not think too many people back home
realize we are only funding it at slight-
ly less than 15 percent of that 40 per-
cent share. This is a challenge that is
not going to go away.

We have a collision course with
school budgets and modern medicine,
where we are seeing more and more
children who in the past normally
would not have survived to live to
school age entering the school systems,
bringing the special needs with them
and the increased costs. That is what
IDEA is; that is what special education
is all about.

If we can get one thing right in the
education component of this budget, it
is getting to our full share, that 40 per-
cent level, of special education, which
would provide tremendous relief to
local school districts so they can use
resources to implement the reforms
that they would like to make; but they
cannot because so much of their re-
sources are being diverted to cover for
our shortfall in IDEA and special edu-
cation.

The gentleman and I have been work-
ing together on a task force to elevate
this issue and to highlight it and we
are going to continue doing it, reach-
ing across the aisle trying to gather bi-
partisan support, because it is more
than just funding IDEA. It is really a
civil rights issue as well.

These children bring special needs to
the classroom. They deserve to have
access to a quality education like any
other children in this country, but we
are selling them short. We are not liv-
ing up to our responsibility, our com-
mitment to them to get the job done.

We can very easily do that if we
make it a budget priority, and that is
what this budget resolution is all
about. It is a reflection of our prior-
ities and our values as a country and
what we are willing to invest in or not
invest in.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. The gentleman reminds
me of a point I wanted to make. Fully
funding special education by the Fed-
eral Government would help special ed
students obviously. It would also help
regular students because, frankly,
State and local money that is now
being diverted to fund special edu-
cation would be available for textbooks
and additional programs for regular
students.

Third, it would really help relieve
pressure in the future on local property
taxpayers. There is no question in my

mind if we have a $1.6 trillion tax cut,
the pressure on local property tax-
payers is going to go up much faster
than if we have a more responsible tax
cut, balanced with investment in edu-
cation and health care and with a re-
serve left to shore up Social Security
and Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. KIND. I thank the gentleman for
his leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), my
friend.

Mr. HOLT. Just on that point, we
wanted to talk about education fund-
ing and the obligations we have. With
all of the talk about increased atten-
tion to education, the fact of the mat-
ter is that the budget of the majority
party is less as a percentage increase in
spending than any of the past 6 years;
and to put it really into perspective, to
see what is really at work here, when
we face an obligation of something on
the order of $100 billion to meet our ob-
ligation for special education, the ma-
jority party is presenting as a tax cut
for the top 1 percent of Americans 13
times as much money as they are pro-
posing for all of their educational re-
form and new educational initiatives.
That, I think, is a stark difference.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. If the

gentleman will yield for a brief point, I
am sure we all remember that back
during the campaign, George W. Bush
campaigned on a $5,100 Pell Grant,
wanting to get the maximum Pell
Grant award for freshman up to $5,100;
and yet in this education budget, we
are dealing with, it appears, a $1 billion
increase in the entire Pell Grant pro-
gram. And our budget analysts tell us
that would get the maximum award up
about $150. So the maximum award
would become something like $3,900.

To say the least, that is not $5,100.
And it just does not represent the kind
of investment in education we need to
be making and that the political rhet-
oric would indicate that both parties
want to make.

Mr. KIND. Suffice it to say, as a
member of the Subcommittee on 21st
Century Competitiveness of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, we are waiting with baited
breath for the details of the President’s
higher-education funding priorities be-
cause this is all about access to higher
education for students.

And if we want to slow down eco-
nomic growth in this country, that is
one sure way of doing it is under-
investing and access to postsecondary
educational opportunities.

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE),
my friend.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership in getting this group
together. I just have a couple of points
I want to make; and perhaps it expands
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on a few issues people have been talk-
ing about. First is personal disappoint-
ment by a guy who turned 50. I turned
50 last week, and it made me think
about, besides imminent mortality, of
course, the generation we are in and
how this budget is such a disappoint-
ment to those of us who are in the baby
boom generation and really see this as
an opportunity for the baby boom gen-
eration to grow up; a real opportunity
for the baby boom generation, who at
times have been accused of being a lit-
tle self-absorbed, a little selfish, to
really decide we are going to do some-
thing pretty dramatic, which is take
responsibility for our own retirement.

Because the baby boom generation
with all of our great attributes, having
given birth to the Beach Boys and rock
and roll and some of those good things
we brought to the country, but what
we give to the country is a prospective
economic collapse starting about 10
years from now when we start to retire.
This budget which we are going to vote
on in the next few days is really going
to tell us what the baby boomer gen-
eration is about, whether we are going
to be about irresponsibility and sort of
hiding behind these fiscal halluci-
nations saying these things are honky
dory for the last 10 years and pass the
majority’s budget, or whether the baby
boom generation is going to stand up
and say we are going to be responsible
for our own retirement.

Because everybody knows from the
Members the gentleman has up here
today shows that when we start to re-
tire 10 years from now, that looks fair-
ly decent the next 10 years, but the day
we start to retire 10 years from now all
heck breaks lose, and we go right down
back into the enormous hole in Social
Security and Medicare benefits, unless
we make some investments today in
our future and paying down the debt
and taking care of Social Security and
Medicare, which this budget in a stark-
ly obvious fashion does not do.

I do not think this budget is about
numbers. This budget is about whether
the baby boom generation is going to
grow up and take personal responsi-
bility for their own retirement. And
this budget proposed by the Repub-
licans says we will not, and I think
that is wrong.

As a recently turned 50-year-old, I
think we ought to stand up and take
care of our own retirement. And the
majority party has sort of said, they
show us these numbers, we have seen
their charts, and they say during the
next 10 years, we are going to have
these rosy surpluses. There may be
some surpluses, if things go perfectly.
We do not know that, but there may be
some.

But after those 10 years, what they
do not tell you, everything goes nega-
tive. It is really interesting. Almost 10
years to the day, almost everything
goes negatively very, very rapidly
when we start to retire.

I think what their economic policy is
tantamount to is the guy who has fall-

en out of the 20-story, the 20th floor of
the building, and he goes through and
we know the stories, he passes the 10th
floor on the way down and the guy says
how are you doing, he says okay so far.

I think it is time for the baby
boomers to reject this budget and take
responsibility for our own retirement.
It is the right thing to do to our kids
and for our kids, and I hope we will be
successful as we go down this road.

Mr. KIND. I thank the gentleman for
his comments and a point well made.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) for all of the work and the ef-
fort that he has and his staff has put in
during the course of the last couple of
months in putting together a solid
Democratic alternative, one that rec-
ognizes that we need to maintain bal-
ance, that there is strong support with-
in the Democratic party to provide re-
sponsible and fair tax relief to all
Americans, that there is support with-
in the Democratic party and recog-
nizing the need to modernize our de-
fense capability, which is going to
costs some investments.

It is going to require investments
over the next 10 years to get there,
someone who is recognized in the alter-
native budget proposal that he has of-
fered and the need to invest in sci-
entific and medical research, and the
importance of investing in education
for our children and access to edu-
cation for the higher-education pro-
grams that we support, so that the fi-
nancial aid will be there for our stu-
dents to go on to college or to tech-
nical school.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is a solid pro-
posal. It is well balanced. One third
being devoted to debt relief, one third
being devoted to tax relief, and one
third recognizing the individual re-
sponsibilities that we have existing
right now.

I commend the gentleman for all of
his work that he has put in and his
staff has put in.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), our
leader on the Committee on the Budg-
et, the ranking member.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin for the
recognition.

This is a complicated chart, but it
says everything about the budget, why
we are still here at this hour of the
evening talking about it, trying to
make the case, the point that this
budget really cuts to the bone.

And I have three problems with the
budget in general. First of all, it cuts
so close to the margin that it leaves no
room for error. If these projections
over 10 years, a period that everybody
agrees is a precarious amount of time
in which to cast economic projections,
if these projections are off by the
slightest amount, this bottom line
here, the so-called on-budget surplus,
the surplus remaining after backing
out Social Security and Medicare, it is
just $20 billion next year, and by 2005,

it is actually negative, because it be-
gins to decline in 2004.

It is never a significant number until
about 2008 or 2009. That is the margin
of error, the cushion fund, if you will,
in case these projections go wrong. So
that is a first problem I have with the
budget.

What can happen? We just talked
about education. If we are wrong here
and that goes into the red, then we will
see education under pressure again.
Discretionary accounts like that that
are funded every year will be under the
gun again.

Secondly, by committing the lion’s
share of our surpluses to the massive
tax cut they are proposing, and when
you provide for the additional interests
that we will have to pay because we are
using the surplus for tax reduction
rather than debt reduction, very little
room is left for any other priority.

If we want to see where the difference
is, look at education, critically appar-
ent when we look at education, because
we have a balanced approach.

We put a third on debt reduction, a
third on tax reduction, and a third on
priority spending. We have money for
the first time, real money for edu-
cation, $130 billion over 10 years more
than what the Republicans are pro-
posing in their budget, $130 billion.
There is no difference, no comparison
between us and them when it comes to
education.

That begins at the beginning when
we set our framework and said we have
got an unusually good stroke of for-
tune here.

We are now reaping the consequences
of fiscal good behavior. We, therefore,
want to set aside something for those
programs which we have denied and de-
ferred in prior years as we tried to sub-
due the deficit.

Education leads the list. We think it
is the future. We think it is the ladder
that holds up opportunity in America.
So we allocate $130 billion more than
they do to education.

b 2245
Finally, Social Security and Medi-

care, we all know that, in 2008, the first
of the baby boomers will retire. Sev-
enty-seven million of them are march-
ing to retirement right now. They are
already born. They are not going any-
where. They will soon be claiming their
benefits. We have got about 10 years to
get ready. All through the 1990s, we
knew this, but we did not have the
wherewithal to deal with it. Now that
we have the wherewithal, the $5.6 tril-
lion surplus, we have an obligation. We
have an obligation to deal with it.

As I have said earlier, we may be sit-
ting on what appears to be an island of
surpluses, but we are surrounded by a
sea of debt. A large part of that debt is
not monetized. It is unfunded, so to
speak. It is represented by the prom-
ises that have been made to the bene-
ficiaries that have yet to retire but,
nevertheless, need those benefits when
they do retire for Social Security and
Medicare.
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The unfunded liability of those pro-

grams today, if we funded the account
adequately to provide for their sol-
vency indefinitely into the future is
$3.1 trillion. That is the unfunded li-
ability. Now, we can either take some
of our surplus and use it for that, or we
can slough the problem off on to our
children and let them pay for our re-
tirement, the baby boomers’ retire-
ment.

What is the morally responsible
thing to do? It is to take some of the
surplus we have now and set it aside
for Social Security and Medicare, and
that is exactly what we do.

The first thing we do in our budget,
we take a third of the surplus, $910 bil-
lion, we assign it to the future of these
two programs in equal accounts, to
Medicare and Social Security; and it
ensures the solvency of these pro-
grams, Medicare to 2040, Social Secu-
rity to 2050. That is not fiscally irre-
sponsible. That is fiscal responsibility.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), as the ranking member, is ob-
viously much more familiar with the
numbers of the budget resolution than
I. I have a question for the gentleman.
There is a lot of talk about this $5.6
trillion surplus over the next 10 years.
But what is that reduced by if we do, in
fact, take the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds out of the equa-
tion? Where does that leave the surplus
total at that point?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, even if we
do that, what we are doing when we
take them out of the equation is using
the surpluses accumulating for now in
those two trust accounts to buy up
debt we incurred in the past, out-
standing debt. In the past, we used it to
fund new debt; and the proceeds of that
new debt we used to fund new spending.

Now, we have both agreed, I will give
the other party credit, we have both
come to an accord that we will use
both of these programs solely to buy up
existing debt. Unfortunately, our Re-
publican counterparts are breaking
faith with us on the Medicare part A
trust fund, the HI trust fund, because
they are effectively saying we can use
some of that to pay for prescription
drug benefits under Medicare. $153 bil-
lion of the $392 billion that will accu-
mulate over the next 10 years, they say
we can spend it on Medicare drug cov-
erage. But if we do that, it will not be
there to pay for the other hospital in-
surance in-patient benefits to which it
is primarily obligated.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding, correct me if I am wrong,
a large part of that $5.6 trillion in sur-
plus everyone is talking about are the
surpluses being run in Social Security
and Medicare. There seems to be pretty
much a universal agreement, at least
in this House, that we should not touch
that, that that should be set aside and
dedicated in preparing for the baby
boomers’ retirement.

If we did that, that $5.6 trillion num-
ber then is immediately reduced to

roughly $2.7 trillion of surplus over 10
years, again if the projections prove
true. But the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) was just men-
tioning earlier how close they are cut-
ting it with this budget resolution.

If we look at the $1.6 trillion tax cut
proposal that they have out there, that
is not entirely honest with the Amer-
ican people as well because they are
not reducing debt as much as we are
proposing. There would be an addi-
tional half a trillion or $500 billion on
debt interest over the next 10 years, so
that $1.6 trillion tax cut immediately
jumps up to $2.1 trillion that we would
have to pay for.

If we are going to deal with the alter-
native minimum tax, and everyone
around here understands we need to
deal with that so more working fami-
lies are not included, that is going to
be an additional $200 billion, $300 bil-
lion over 10 years to fix that problem.

If we extend the tax extenders as we
do every year in this place, it is an ad-
ditional $100 billion that is going to be
added to the 1.6. So that $1.6 trillion
tax cut would actually balloon up to
roughly $2.6 trillion. If we only have
roughly $2.7 trillion as a margin of
error, that does not leave us with a
heck of a lot of room to do virtually
anything else, let alone reforming So-
cial Security, Medicare, dealing with
the prescription medication program,
which I think a lot of people believe we
need to take action on, or the edu-
cation investment that we have to
make.

Are those numbers pretty accurate?
Mr. SPRATT. Absolutely, Mr. Speak-

er. Look at the bottom line on this
chart again, complicated as though it
may be. In 2002, the amount left over is
$20 billion. It is a lot of money. But
keep in mind that that does not in-
clude the plus-up for defense, and it
does not include the plus-up for agri-
culture. The two of those could easily
be $15 billion, even $20 billion, in which
event we are in the red again. We are
dipping into those trust funds as early
as 1 or 2 fiscal years from now. It is
right there. The numbers are right
there. It is their particular budget pro-
posal. That is how close to the margin
it comes.

Now, there is an appearance abroad
that this budget allows us to sort of
have our cake and eat it, too, to have
big tax cuts and not really to have any
significant programs cut that are im-
portant to people, particularly chil-
dren.

One of the things that the President
touts in his budget is he increases NIH
by $2.8 billion and takes it one step
away from doubling over a period of 5
years. So do we. It is important. We
agree with that. However, if we read
on, we find that that $2.8 billion in-
crease in the NIH budget comes out of
its parent agency, the Department of
Health and Human Services. It comes
out of its hide.

They also have other important
agencies: the Center for Disease Con-

trol, the CDC, the community health
centers. They suffer so that NIH can
get the plus-up. We provide NIH the
plus-up and also adequately raise the
HHS budget so that other good impor-
tant health programs do not have to
suffer to pay for the widening wedge
for NIH. They do not.

Let me tell my colleagues something
else. One of the reasons that I do not
think we should be out here tonight or
today or tomorrow doing the budget is
we still do not have the detail we need
to know exactly what is in this budget
proposal.

When we press the Secretary of HHS
for further detail, he said, ‘‘I do not
have it. It will come to me April 3 or
thereabouts from OMB.’’ When we
press the Secretary of Agriculture for
further details, we could not get it. She
told us she would find out on April 3
also. When we asked the Secretary of
Defense to come testify, he would not
testify because he is not ready to tes-
tify. But we know he is coming back
with a big bag for more money.

However, look at what happens as a
result of trying to plus-up some things
while holding other things constant. In
HHS, here we have a President who ran
on the campaign slogan that he would
leave no child behind. He told us in his
State of the Union message that his
wife, a lovely woman, Laura, was a li-
brarian, and she would see to it that
children’s programs were properly at-
tended to.

Look carefully at the HHS budget
when it comes. Based on documents re-
leased last week to the New York
Times, there are three major cuts.
Where are they coming in the HHS
budget? In children’s program. Why did
he cut them? They have no voice.

We finally got the child care and de-
velopment block grant up to $2 billion
last year. Why were we pushing to get
it up? It is a central ingredient for wel-
fare to work. If mothers do not have
child care, they cannot leave their kids
alone at home. So we had to do it. We
raised it $800 million to $2 billion. Still
not enough. But it includes and covers
214,000 additional children. What has
been targeted at HHS for reduction by
OMB? You got it, $200 million out of
children, child care.

We also added money to the account
for abused and neglected children, just
$178 million in the whole budget of
HHS. What has been targeted for cuts?
According to the New York Times, that
particular program, taking money
from abused, neglected children.

Finally, we dealt with some huge
omissions that have been overlooked
for years and is not at all defensible.
Most Americans do not know it, but
graduate medical education, interns
and residencies, are paid for through
the Medicare program, indirectly, but
substantially, to the tune of about $10
billion. That is fine for everybody but
pediatricians. They do not see patients
on Medicare.

So our children’s hospitals have not
enjoyed that kind of subsidy in the
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past that all other specialties have en-
joyed at the teaching hospitals. We fi-
nally corrected that last year with a
$235 million fund, and that, too, is
under target.

So when one talks about a budget
that is providing for our needs and
wants, not leaving any child behind,
what one sees is that this big tax cut
has even shoved the most critical and
sensitive programs on the back burner.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) for his insight to-
night, his expertise, the work product
that he has been able to produce in the
alternative budget resolution. Hope-
fully it is opening up a lot of eyes in re-
gards to what the majority party is of-
fering, the promises that they are mak-
ing, and the lack of details that they
are providing right now. I thank the
gentleman for his work.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to follow
on some of the things that our distin-
guished ranking member has covered.
In addition to some of the things that
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) has talked about, the Re-
publican budget would result in cuts in
the following programs: the Environ-
mental Protection Agency; the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, including field of-
fices; the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration; Renewable and
Alternative Energy, which is critically
important, we have been reminded re-
cently; Army Corps of Engineers; Fed-
eral support for railroads; the Small
Business Administration; Community
Development Block Grants; the De-
partment of Justice. We had talked
earlier about the hit that the commu-
nity-oriented policing program would
take. Legal Services Corporation, and
on and on.

Something that troubles a lot of us a
great deal is what would happen to en-
vironmental initiatives and land use
initiatives. President Bush has made
two environmental promises. One is to
provide $900 million or what is called
full funding for the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. This is a fund for
acquiring open space and parks and
recreation and to eliminate $4.9 billion
of maintenance backlog in the Na-
tional Park Service. However, with his
funding totals, he can only live up to
these promises by consulting other
vital environmental and natural re-
source programs.

So the Republican budget does not
add up. The Republican budget would
shorten the solvency of Medicare as the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) and others have pointed out.
The Republican budget would not live
up to our obligations in education and
would fall short of our obligations in
providing health care for veterans.

All of this is because, seen from a 10-
year projection, it looks like there is
so much money that it seems possible

to offer a two point something trillion
dollar tax cut. Well, it is not possible if
we are going to do these other things,
if we are going to meet our obligations,
if we are going to be fiscally dis-
ciplined so that we can have consumer
confidence and investor confidence and
a sound economy.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
for joining us here this evening.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business.

Mr. LAMPSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of official busi-
ness.

Ms. BALDWIN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
family illness.

Mr. SHAW (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and until 3 p.m.
March 28 on account of illness in the
family.

Mr. STEARNS (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of official
business.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KIND) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, today
and March 28.

Mrs. WILSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5

minutes, today and March 28.
Mr. KELLER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SHIMKUS, for 5 minutes, March 28.
Mr. PLATTS, for 5 minutes, March 28.

f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 295. An act to provide emergency relief
to small businesses affected by significant
increases in the prices of heating oil, natural
gas, propane, and kerosene, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness in addition to the Committee on Agri-
culture for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

S. 395. An act to ensure the independence
and nonpartisan operation of the Office of
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Small Business.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 59 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 28, 2001, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1346. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Diflubenzuron; Pesticide Tolerance
Technical Correction [OPP–301112; FRL–6776–
4] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received March 20, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1347. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Under Secretary, Department of Defense,
transmitting a Report on Restructuring
Costs Associated With Business Combina-
tions; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1348. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Under Secretary, Department of Defense,
transmitting a report on the Use of Employ-
ees of Non-Federal Entities to Provide Serv-
ices to Department of Defense; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1349. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Dive Sticks—received March 20, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

1350. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Aviation—received March 22, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1351. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Startup and Restart of Nuclear Facili-
ties—received March 22, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1352. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Facility Safety—received March 22,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1353. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Standards of Performance for New Sta-
tionary Sources and Emission Guidelines for
Existing Sources: Commercial and Industrial
Solid Waste Incineration Units [AD–FRL–
6939–9] (RIN: 2060–AF91) received March 21,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1354. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Project XL Site-Specific Rulemaking
for Georgia-Pacific Corporation’s Facility in
Big Island, Virginia [FRL–6767–8] (RIN: 2060–
AJ39) received March 21, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1355. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
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Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Control of Air Pollution from New
Motor Vehicles; Amendment to the Tier 2/
Gasoline Sulfur Regulations [AMS–FRL–
6768–1] (RIN: 2060–AI69) received March 21,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1356. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—National Primary Drinking Water Reg-
ulations; Arsenic and Clarifications to Com-
pliance and New Source Contaminants Moni-
toring: Delay of Effective Date [WH–FRL–
6958–3] (RIN: 2040–AB75) received March 20,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1357. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—National Emission Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants: Publicly Owned
Treatment Works [AD–FRL–6955–7] (RIN:
2060–AF26) received March 20, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1358. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Spain [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 005–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1359. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Japan [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 003–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1360. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Japan [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 027–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1361. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Luxembourg,
France [Transmittal No. DTC 020–01], pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1362. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Germany [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 004–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1363. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Japan [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 024–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1364. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed license for the export of defense
articles or defense services sold commer-
cially under a contract to Japan [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 025–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1365. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed Manufacturing License Agree-
ment with the United Kingdom [Transmittal
No. DTC 026–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(d); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1366. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed Technical Assistance Agreement
with Israel [Transmittal No. DTC 022–01],
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

1367. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed Technical Assistance Agreement
with Canada, Australia and New Zealand
[Transmittal No. DTC 021–01], pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1368. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of
a proposed Manufacturing License Agree-
ment with Greece [Transmittal No. DTC 002–
01]; to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

1369. A letter from the Chairman, National
Mediation Board, transmitting the 2000 An-
nual Performance Report; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

1370. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, INS, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Adjustment
of Status To That Person Admitted for Per-
manent Residence; Temporary Removal of
Certain Restrictions of Eligibility [INS No.
2078–00; AG Order No. 2411–2001] (RIN: 1115–
AF91) received March 26, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1371. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Communications and Informa-
tion, National Telecommunications and In-
formation Administration, transmitting a
report on the Study Examining 17 U.S.C.
Sections 109 and 117 Pursuant to Section 104
of the Digital Millennium Copyright Act; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

1372. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Distribution
of Fiscal Year 2001 Indian Reservation Roads
Funds (RIN: 1076–AE13) received March 26,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1373. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Army, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a report on Reeds Beach and Pierces
Point, New Jersey Interim Feasibility
Study; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 6. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage
penalty by providing for adjustments to the
standard deduction, 15-percent rate bracket,
and earned income credit and to allow the
nonrefundable personal credits against reg-
ular and minimum tax liability; with amend-
ments (Rept. 107–29). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 100. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 83) establishing the congressional
budget for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2002, revising the congressional
budget for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2001, and setting forth appropriate
budgetary levels for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2011 (Rept. 107–30). Referred to the
House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE:
H.R. 1211. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to restore a 100 percent de-
duction for business meals and entertain-
ment and to restore the deduction for the
travel expenses of a taxpayer’s spouse who
accompanies the taxpayer on business travel;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BARR of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. SCHAF-
FER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. WELDON
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 1212. A bill to provide grants to law
enforcement agencies that ensure that law
enforcement officers employed by such agen-
cy are afforded due process when involved in
a case that may lead to dismissal, demotion,
suspension, or transfer; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. UPTON, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. SAWYER,
Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KANJORSKI,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. EHLERS,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LEACH, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. VISCLOSKY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, and Mr. LEVIN):

H.R. 1213. A bill to impose certain limita-
tions on the receipt of out-of-State munic-
ipal solid waste, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
DINGELL, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. RIVERS,
and Mr. LEACH):

H.R. 1214. A bill to authorize State and
local controls over the flow of municipal
solid waste, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD:
H.R. 1215. A bill to ensure confidentiality

with respect to medical records and health
care-related information, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BACA (for himself and Mr. LU-
THER):

H.R. 1216. A bill to ensure that schools de-
velop and implement comprehensive school
safety plans; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Ms. CARSON
of Indiana, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms.
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MCKINNEY, Mr. SERRANO, and Ms.
VELAZQUEZ):

H.R. 1217. A bill to provide grants to local
educational agencies to provide financial as-
sistance to elementary and secondary
schools for obtaining computer software for
multilingual education, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1218. A bill to provide for an African

American Health Initiative under which
demonstration projects conduct targeted
health campaigns directed at high-risk Afri-
can American populations; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1219. A bill to provide for a study to

determine the costs to the public and private
sectors of hip fractures among elderly indi-
viduals and spinal cord injuries among chil-
dren, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
POMEROY, and Mr. HALL of Texas):

H.R. 1220. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage a strong com-
munity-based banking system; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1221. A bill to expand the Officer Next

Door and Teacher Next Door initiatives of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to include fire fighters and rescue
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1222. A bill to require the Secretary of

Housing and Urban Development to conduct
a study of developing residential mortgage
programs that provide low-cost health insur-
ance in connection with low-cost mortgages;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1223. A bill to make grants to States

for providing information regarding parolees
to local law enforcement agencies, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 1224. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to permit teachers at the
elementary and secondary school level,
whether or not they itemize deductions, to
deduct reasonable and incidental expenses
related to instruction, teaching, or other
educational job-related activities; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURR of North Carolina:
H.R. 1225. A bill to amend the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to es-
tablish programs to recruit, retain, and re-
train teachers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself, Mr.
BALDACCI, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. CARSON
of Indiana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. FRANK, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SANDLIN,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. TOWNS, Ms. WATERS, and Ms.
WOOLSEY):

H.R. 1226. A bill to provide grants to assist
State and local prosecutors and law enforce-
ment agencies with implementing juvenile
and young adult witness assistance programs
that minimize additional trauma to the wit-
ness and improve the chances of successful
criminal prosecution or legal action; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself and Mr.
FOLEY):

H.R. 1227. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals a re-
fund of 5 percent of the income tax otherwise
payable for taxable year 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois:
H.R. 1228. A bill to provide fairness in voter

participation; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Ms. DEGETTE:
H.R. 1229. A bill to amend titles V, XVIII,

and XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
mote smoking cessation under the Medicare
Program, the Medicaid Program, and the
maternal and child health program; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DINGELL:
H.R. 1230. A bill to provide for the estab-

lishment of the Detroit River International
Wildlife Refuge in the State of Michigan, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Ms. DUNN (for herself, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, and Mr. WAMP):

H.R. 1231. A bill to amend the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of
1994 to allow for increased use of school re-
source officers by local educational agencies;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. FILNER:
H.R. 1232. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to repeal the two-tier annuity
computation system applicable to annuities
for surviving spouses under the Survivor
Benefit Plan for retired members of the
Armed Forces so that there is no reduction
in such an annuity when the beneficiary be-
comes 62 years of age; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. FILNER:
H.R. 1233. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to authorize military rec-
reational facilities to be used by any veteran
with a compensable service-connected dis-
ability; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. BORSKI, Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. STARK, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WATERS, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINOJOSA,
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Ms. LEE, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. CONYERS, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas):

H.R. 1234. A bill to require States to equal-
ize funding for education throughout the
State; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. FOLEY:
H.R. 1235. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reduce the holding pe-
riod for long-term capital gain treatment to
6 months; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:
H.R. 1236. A bill to amend the Tariff Sus-

pension and Trade Act of 2000 to provide for
the permanent designation of the San Anto-
nio International Airport as an airport at
which certain private aircraft arriving in the
United States may land for processing; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOEFFEL (for himself, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. HART, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. BORSKI,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
SHERWOOD, and Mr. COYNE):

H.R. 1237. A bill to designate certain lands
in the Valley Forge National Historical Park
as the Valley Forge National Cemetery; to
the Committee on Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself and
Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 1238. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the
work opportunity credit and to allow the
credit for employment of certain older indi-
viduals; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. FILNER, and Mr.
ISSA):

H.R. 1239. A bill to establish a moratorium
on approval by the Secretary of the Interior
of relinquishment of a lease of certain tribal
lands in California; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. BERRY, and Mr. ROSS):

H.R. 1240. A bill to make supplemental ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2001 to provide
emergency disaster relief for damages result-
ing from ice storms; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

By Mr. JOHN (for himself, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mr. TANNER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
DOOLEY of California, Mr. SPRATT,
and Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma):

H.R. 1241. A bill to provide for the
reissuance of a rule relating to ergonomics;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. KING (for himself, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. QUINN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. WEINER, Mr. GRUCCI, Mr.
ENGEL, and Mr. ISRAEL):

H.R. 1242. A bill to expand the class of
beneficiaries who may apply for adjustment
of status under section 245(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act by extending the
deadline for classification petition and labor
certification filings; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KLECZKA:
H.R. 1243. A bill to amend title 5, United

States Code, to require executive agencies to
pay the premiums for health care coverage
provided under the Federal Employees
Health Benefits program for reservists in the
Armed Forces called or ordered to active
duty for more than 30 days; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma:
H.R. 1244. A bill to name the national avia-

tion center operated by the United States
Customs Service as the ‘‘Glenn English Cus-
toms National Aviation Center’’; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. MCKEON:
H.R. 1245. A bill to amend the Reclamation

Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to participate in the design, plan-
ning, and construction of a project to re-
claim and reuse wastewater within and out-
side of the service area of the Castaic Lake
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Water Agency, California; to the Committee
on Resources.

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. FROST, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. STARK, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. WYNN, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. FRANK, Mr. RUSH,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. OWENS, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. CARSON of
Indiana, Mr. BAIRD, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
DELAHUNT, and Ms. KILPATRICK):

H.R. 1246. A bill to amend chapter 89 of
title 5, United States Code, to provide that
any health benefits plan which provides ob-
stetrical benefits shall be required also to
provide coverage for the diagnosis and treat-
ment of infertility; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms.
LEE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. WEXLER, and
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island):

H.R. 1247. A bill to provide for the imple-
mentation of a system of licensing for pur-
chasers of handguns and for a record of sale
system for handguns, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MEEHAN:
H.R. 1248. A bill to prohibit the possession

of a firearm in a hospital zone; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 1249. A bill to ensure that crop losses

resulting from plant viruses and other plant
diseases are covered by crop insurance and
the noninsured crop assistance program and
that agricultural producers who suffer such
losses are eligible for emergency loans; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (for herself
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 1250. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to im-
prove Native Hawaiian education programs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. NAPOLITANO (for herself, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. DREIER, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, and Mr. HORN):

H.R. 1251. A bill to amend the Reclamation
Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act
of 1992 to increase the Federal share of the
costs of the San Gabriel Basin demonstra-
tion project; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
BONIOR, Ms. LEE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
KUCINICH, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOEFFEL,
and Ms. NORTON):

H.R. 1252. A bill to amend the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act to change the drinking water
standard for arsenic from 50 parts per billion
to 10 parts per billion by fiscal year 2003 and
to 3 parts per billion by fiscal year 2006 and
to authorize an $800 million to provide
grants to small public drinking water sys-
tems to assist them in meeting these stand-
ards; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. HUTCHINSON):

H.R. 1253. A bill to amend the Shipping Act
of 1984 to restore the application of the anti-
trust laws to certain agreements and con-
duct to which such Act applies; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to

the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. PITTS, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. GILMAN, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. TOWNS,
and Mr. SAXTON):

H.R. 1254. A bill to establish a program to
provide for a reduction in the incidence and
prevalence of Lyme disease; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Armed Services,
Resources, and Agriculture, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. GORDON, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
FROST, Mr. CLAY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. BERKLEY,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. FRANK, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CROWLEY,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BARRETT, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. LAFALCE, and Mr. MAT-
SUI):

H.R. 1255. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act and the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to im-
prove access to health insurance and Medi-
care benefits for individuals ages 55 to 65, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow a 50 percent credit against income tax
for payment of such premiums and of pre-
miums for certain COBRA continuation cov-
erage, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, and Education and the Workforce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. WU, Mr. ANDREWS,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GILCHREST,
Ms. SOLIS, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SHAYS, Ms.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. INSLEE,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Ms. LEE, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. FILNER, Mr. BERMAN,
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
SABO, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
SAXTON, and Mr. BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 1256. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to reduce emissions from electric power-
plants, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MOORE (for himself, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.

PHELPS, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOYD, Mr.
JOHN, Mr. TURNER, Mr. HILL, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. TANNER, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. EVANS, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, and Mr. EDWARDS):

H.R. 1257. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to make the budget
process more transparent; to the Committee
on Rules, and in addition to the Committee
on the Budget, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BACA:
H. Con. Res. 84. Concurrent resolution sup-

porting the goals of Red Ribbon Week in pro-
moting drug-free communities; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FROST, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HILL-
IARD, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico):

H. Con. Res. 85. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the historical significance of the
Mexican holiday of Cinco de Mayo; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. BACA:
H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution en-

couraging greater recognition of Memorial
Day and Veterans Day; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself and
Mr. COSTELLO):

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the 2001 District of Columbia Spe-
cial Olympics Law Enforcement Torch Run
to be run through the Capitol Grounds; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. TANCREDO:
H. Con. Res. 88. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress that the
President should issue a proclamation recog-
nizing a National Lao-Hmong Recognition
Day; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CARSON of
Oklahoma, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. HONDA, Mr. FROST,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. KIND, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
STUPAK, and Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico):

H. Res. 101. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
schools across the Nation should teach about
the role of Native Americans in American
history and culture and lead community
service projects that further that education;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. GILMAN, and Mrs. KELLY):

H. Res. 102. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the maltreatment of United States civil-
ian prisoners captured by the Axis Powers
during World War II; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

7. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Senate of the State of Ohio, relative to
Concurrent Resolution 5 memorializing the
United States Congress to provide the full
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forty per cent federal share of funding for
special education programs so that Ohio and
other states participating in these critical
programs will not be required to take fund-
ing from other vital state and local programs
in order to fund this underfunded federal
mandate; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Guam, relative to Res-
olution No. 6 memorializing the United
States Congress to initiate the adoption of
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to read: ‘‘Neither the Supreme
Court nor any inferior court of the United
States shall have the power to instruct or
order a state or political subdivision thereof,
or any official of such state or political sub-
division, to levy or increase taxes’’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

9. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, relative to Reso-
lution No. 423 memorializing the United
States Congress to urge appropriate funds
for improvement of rail infrastructure in the
Interstate Route 81 corridor. Such improve-
ment shall ensure that the railroad that par-
allels Interstate Route 81 in Virginia pro-
vides a viable alternative to the use of Inter-
state Route 81 for the movement of inter-
state freight traffic; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

10. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Kansas, relative
to Resolution No. 6008 memorializing the
United States Congress to provide funding
for Gulf War illness research independent of
that administered by the Departments of De-
fense and Veterans Affairs; and to establish
a process of independent review of federal
policies and programs associated with Gulf
War illness research, benefits, and health
care; and for other purposes; jointly to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce,
Armed Services, and Veterans’ Affairs.

11. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Kansas, relative to Resolution No.
1824 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to provide funding for Gulf War illness
research independent of that administered
by the Departments of Defense and Veterans
Affairs; and to establish a process of inde-
pendent review of federal policies and pro-
grams associated with Gulf War illness re-
search, benefits, and health care; and for
other purposes; jointly to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, Armed Services, and
Veterans’ Affairs.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. COX:
H.R. 1258. A bill for the relief of Sarabeth

M. Davis, Robert S. Borders, Victor Maron,
Irving Berke, and Adele E. Conrad; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COX:
H. Res. 103. A resolution referring the bill

(H.R. 1258), entitled ‘‘A bill for the relief of
Sarabeth M. Davis, Robert S. Borders, Victor
Maron, Irving Berke, and Adele E. Conrad‘‘,
to the chief judge of the United States Court
of Federal Claims for a report thereon; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 6: Mr. THOMAS and Mr. HASTERT.
H.R. 8: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 10: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.

FATTAH, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BARR of Georgia,
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. TIAHRT,
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms.
DELAURO, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 12: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
ARMEY, and Mr. BARR of Georgia.

H.R. 17: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 31: Mr. TIAHRT and Mr. COLLINS.
H.R. 40: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.

JACKSON of Illinois, and Ms. LEE.
H.R. 42: Mr. WAMP.
H.R. 65: Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 87: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mrs. THUR-

MAN.
H.R. 96: Mr. TURNER and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois.
H.R. 97: Ms. HART, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.

COSTELLO, Mr. TURNER, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr. WAMP, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 116: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 117: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 150: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. MALONEY of

New York, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. HUTCH-
INSON.

H.R. 152: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 159: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.

BARR of Georgia, and Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 179: Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,

Mr. POMEROY, Mr. FLETCHER, and Mr.
VITTER.

H.R. 218: Mr. COBLE, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. TANCREDO, and
Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H.R. 219: Mr. CRANE and Mr. LATOURETTE.
H.R. 236: Mr. OSBORNE, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.

GILLMOR, Mrs. BONO, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
REHBERG, and Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 239: Mr. PLATTS.
H.R. 250: Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. WU, Mr.

LATOURETTE, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. TIAHRT, Ms.
LEE, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 257: Mr. TOOMEY and Mr. NEY.
H.R. 259: Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 267: Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.

WELLER, and Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 280: Mr. BAKER and Mrs. ROUKEMA.
H.R. 281: Mr. OWENS, Mrs. MALONEY of New

York, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. MASCARA, Ms.
DUNN, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 283: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mrs.
THURMAN.

H.R. 285: Mr. LEVIN.
H.R. 303: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mrs. BONO, Mr.

TANNER, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SHERWOOD,
Mr. FERGUSON, and Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington.

H.R. 311: Mr. GILLMOR and Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 326: Mr. GILMAN, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.

UNDERWOOD, and Ms. HART.
H.R. 336: Mr. PASTOR and Ms. BROWN of

Florida.
H.R. 381: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Ms. BROWN of

Florida, and Mr. MURTHA.
H.R. 382: Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr.

WICKER.
H.R. 428: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mrs.

MYRICK, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
HOEFFEL, and Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 432: Mr. MOORE and Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 433: Mr. MOORE and Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 436: Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.

CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.
BALDACCI, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr.
LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 440: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. STENHOLM.
H.R. 478: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 499: Mr. FILNER and Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 503: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 507: Mr. GANSKE, Mr. WALDEN of Or-

egon, and Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 525: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 527: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BACA, and Mr.

BRADY of Texas.
H.R. 539: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. REHBERG, and

Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 557: Mr. STENHOLM.
H.R. 572: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. MORAN of

Virginia, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 583: Mr. HILLEARY and Mr. WAMP.
H.R. 586: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 606: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. RYUN of Kansas,
and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 622: Mr. LANGEVIN.
H.R. 630: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. BARRETT.
H.R. 634: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. AKIN,

Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. BROWN of South
Carolina, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PENCE, Mr. SHIMKUS,
and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 638: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
BERMAN, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 662: Mr. GRAVES, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. BASS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
FROST, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. WALSH, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. PITTS, Mr. OSE, and Mr. SHERWOOD.

H.R. 668: Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 686: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 687: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. MALONEY of

Connecticut, and Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina.

H.R. 699: Mr. SISISKY and Mr. RYUN of Kan-
sas.

H.R. 737: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. DAVIS of Flor-
ida, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. GRAVES,
and Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 742: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 744: Mr. SWEENEY.
H.R. 747: Mr. ROYCE.
H.R. 752: Mr. GRUCCI and Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 755: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROTHMAN, and

Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 759: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 771: Mr. BACA, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BOU-

CHER, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey.

H.R. 778: Mr. SANDLIN.
H.R. 808: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.

WEINER, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. CLAY, Mr. ALLEN,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms.
WATERS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. FRANK, Mr. STARK,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr.
SABO.

H.R. 817: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 822: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 823: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 827: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
H.R. 865: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,

Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 876: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SANDERS, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BONILLA, and
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 887: Mr. PLATTS, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

H.R. 891: Mr. LANGEVIN.
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H.R. 899: Ms. HART and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois.
H.R. 907: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 911: Mr. HOLDEN.
H.R. 913: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 917: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 923: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mrs.

THURMAN, and Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
H.R. 931: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 933: Mr. OWENS, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BISHOP,

Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, and Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD.

H.R. 952: Mr. COYNE, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
SOUDER, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 961: Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 962: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 966: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 975: Mr. FRANK, Mr. EVANS, Mr.

ALLEN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mrs. WILSON,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. WICKER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
and Mrs. EMERSON.

H.R. 988: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 990: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. WAXMAN,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
SOUDER, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 994: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 1015: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.

PAUL, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, and Mr. HALL of
Texas.

H.R. 1019: Mr. BASS, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, and Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 1024: Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1026: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GONZALES,

Mr. EDWARDS, and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 1031: Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 1043: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 1044: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 1066: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 1073: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,

Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TURNER, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, and
Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1078: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1079: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 1084: Mr. PETRI.
H.R. 1086: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 1089: Mr. RAHALL and Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 1096: Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. CARSON of

Oklahoma, and Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 1100: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1110: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 1112: Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. CARSON of In-

diana, Mr. PAYNE, and Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 1116: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.

UDALL of Colorado, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr.
ALLEN.

H.R. 1119: Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 1121: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 1128: Mr. PAUL, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr.

BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 1140: Mr. WELLER, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.

BACHUS, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. CONYERS, Ms. HART, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
BEREUTER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WALDEN of Or-
egon, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. FLETCHER, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. PETER-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
FERGUSON, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BAKER, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. EHLERS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
POMBO, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. MORAN of Kansas,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. JOHNSON
of Illinois, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. PETRI, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. FOLEY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. LUTHER, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. MASCARA, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
HAYES, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KING, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. WATKINS, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
TIAHRT, Mr. RUSH, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr.
HORN, Mr. TURNER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. CARSON of Okla-
homa, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. FROST,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. GRUCCI, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. MICA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
GILMAN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
PASTOR, Mr. GOODE, and Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 1141: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 1162: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. SAW-

YER, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. LA-
FALCE, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 1167: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. BRADY of
Pennnsylvania, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1168: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 1173: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. FROST, Mr. REYES, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. CONDIT,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. Abercrombie, Mrs.

TAUSCHER, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, and Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut.

H.R. 1184: Mr. WYNN, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mrs.
NORTHUP.

H.R. 1187: Mr. WEINER, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
DEGETTE, and Mr. FARR of California.

H.R. 1194: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. SHAYS.
H.J. Res. 27: Mr. STARK.
H.J. Res. 36: Mr. LATHAM.
H.J. Res. 38: Mr. TIAHRT.
H. Con. Res. 3: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.

GUTIERREZ, Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H. Con. Res. 17: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and

Ms. KILPATRICK.
H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms.

SLAUGHTER.
H. Con. Res. 23: Mrs. EMERSON.
H. Con. Res. 25: Mrs. MALONEY of New

York.
H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. SCHIFF.
H. Con. Res. 45: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CONYERS,

and Mr. CAPUANO.
H. Con. Res. 59: Mr. HINCHEY.
H. Con. Res. 61: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H. Con. Res. 68: Mr. SOUDER and Mrs. JO

ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H. Con. Res. 73: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms.

BALDWIN, and Mr. KING.
H. Con. Res. 35: Mr. MALONEY of

Conecticut.
H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. DAVIS of Florida.
H. Con. Res. 87: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LANTOS,

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Ms. HART, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, and Mrs. MINK OF HAWAII.

H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
FOLEY, and Mr. GOSS.

H. Con. Res. 97: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs.
JONES of OHio, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. WATT of North Carolina,
Ms. NORTON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HIILLIARD, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. WATERS, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Ms. HARMAN, and Ms. MCCOLLUM.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
8. The SPEAKER presented a petition of

the Council of the City of Knoxville, Ten-
nessee, relative to Resolution No. R–90–01 pe-
titioning the United States Congress to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow for the deduction of state sales taxes
in lieu of state and local income taxes; which
was referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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